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TO THE 


Reverend and Learned | 
. _ Affembly of 
DIVINES l 
. Convened at W Es TMINSTER. F 


Right Reverend, 


ee mon. Hough many faithfull fervants 
kie. of God did long agoe defire to 
AE E fee thofe things which we fee, 
SSA and co heare thofe things which 
—" we heare ; Yet it hath been 

one of the fpeciall merciesreferved for this 
Generation, and denied to the timesof our 
Anceftors, that Divines of both Kingdomes 
within this Ifland, fhould be gathered and 
continued together,to confult peaceably and 
freely concerning a Reformation of Religion 
A 2 i in 


The Epiftle Dedicatory. 


b Ned A aa 
in Doctrine, Worfhip, Dilcipline, and Go- 


EM  ) -— 


vernment. Tisa mercy yet greater, that two 
Nations formerly at {o great a diftance in the 
form of publike Worfhip and Churchgovern- 
ment, fhould (to their mutuall comfort and 
happines,and to thefurther endearing of each 
to other) through the good hand'of God be 
now agreed upon one Dire&ory of Worfhip, 
and with a good progreffe advanced,as in one 
Confeffion of Faith, fo likewife in one forme 
of Church-government. For all which, as 
the other Reformed Churches, ( in regard of 
their common intereftin the Truth and Or- 
dinances of Chrift) fo efpecially your Bre- 
thren in the Church of Scotland are your 
debters: Your name isas precious Oynment 
among them, and they doe efteeme you 
very highly in love for your workesfake. A 
worke, which as it is extraordinary and un- 
paralleld , requiring a double portion of the 
Spirit of your Mafter, fo You have very many 
Héarts and Prayers going along with youin 
it,that thepleafure of the.Lord may profper 


in your hand. 


As for my Reverend Colleagues and my 


felfe, it hath been a good part of our hap- 


pineffe 
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pineffe that we have been partakers of, and 
Affiftantsin your grave and learned Debates. 
Yet(as we declared from our firft comming 
amongft you,) we came not hither prefuming 
to preicribe any thing unto You, but willing 
to receive as well as to offerlight, and to 
debate matters freely and fairely from the 
Word of God,the common Ruleboth to you 
and us. Asherein You were pleafed to give 
teftimony unto us in one of your Letters to 
- the Generall Affembly of the Church of Scot- 
land, fo the great refpeds which in other 
things and at other times you have expreffad, 
both towards that Church from which we 
are entrufted, and particularly towards our 
felves, doe call fora returne of all poffible 
and publique teftimonies of gratitude. For 
which purpofe, i doe for my part take hold 
of this opportunity. Iknowthat I owe much 
moreunto You, then Ihave either ability 
to pay, or Elocution to fet forth. Yet al- 
though | cannot retaliate your Favours, nor 
render that which may be worthy of your 
Íclves; I befeech you to accept this part of 
my retribution of refpects. I doc offer and 
entitle unto You this Enucleation of the E- 

raftian 
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raftian Controverfie, which is Dignus vindice 
nodus. 1 hope here isa word in feafon con- 

cerning it. Others might have done better, 

but fuch furniture as I had, I have brought to, 
the worke of the Tabernacle. I {ubmit what 

is Mine unto your greater learning and better 

yudgement,and fhall ever continue ; 


- 


ri 
L LEE 


Yonrs to ferve you, ` 


Gro. GILLESPIE) 


-— 


lo 


To the Candid Reader. 


» o Have often and heartily wifbed 


QI that I might not be diftratted by 
(fe nor ingaged into polemick Wri- 
( é tings, of which the World is too 
GZ, full already, and from which 

à many more learned and idoneous 
have abftained 5 and I did accordingly refolve 
that in this Controver{all age I fhould be flow to 
write, fwift to read aud learne. Yet there are cer- 
taine preponderating reafons which have made 
me willing to be drawn forth into the light upon 
this (ubject. For befide the defires and follicita- 
tions of diverfe Chriftian friends, lovers of truth 
and peace, feriou{ly calling upor me for an anfwer 
to M" Prynne bis Vindication of bis foure Que- 


fiim: concerning Excommunication and Su[penfion, 
abe 


* 


To the Reader. 


the grand importance of the Eraftian controver fie 7e, 
and tbe ftroug influence which it hath into the 
prefent juncture of affaires, doth powerfully in- 
wile me. 

Among the many Contreverfies which have dif- 
quieted and molefted the Church of Chrift, thofe 
concerning Ecclefz afticall Government and Difci- 
pline are not the least , but among the cbiefe , and 
often mannaged with the greateft animofity and 
eagerneffe of {pirit, whence there have growne 
moft dangerous divifrons and breaches , p 4$ 
this dayt ale are, and for the future aretobe ex- 
pected, unlefJe there {ball be (through Gods mercy ) 
fome further “contpofe ng and healing of thefe 
Church-con{iming diStraGtiens : which if we 
fhall be fo happy as once to obtaine, it will cer- 
tainely contribute very umch M the accom- 
modation of civill and State-(baking differences. 
And contrariwife, if no healing for the Church, 
no healing for the State. Let the Gallo’ of this 
time (who. care for no intrinfecall evill in the 
Church) promife to themfelves what they will; 
n furely he: that fball have canfeto write with! if 
" colaus de Clemangis, a Booke of lamentation: 
de corrupto Ecclefiz ftatu, will finde alfo caue 
to write with bim de lapfu & reparatione m 
fütiz. 
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As the thing is of high concernment tothefe fo much 
difturbed and divided Churches, fo the elevation 
is yet higher by navy degrees ; This controverfre 
reacbeti up to tbe Heavens, and the top of it is a- 
hove the clouds. It doth highly concerne Fefus 
Chrift bimfelfe , in bis glory, royall prerogative, 
and kingdonsewhich be bath and exercifeth as Me- 
diator and Head of bis Church. The Crowne of 
Fefus Chrift or any part , privilege, or pendicle 
thereof nnf? needs be a noble and excellent Subject. 
This truththat efus Chrift is a King, and hath 
a Kingdome and government in bis Churcb,diffinct 
from tbe kingdomes of tbis World, and from the 
civill Government, bath this commendation aud 
character above all other truths, that Chrift bim- , , 
felfe fuffered tothe death for it, and fealed it with // 
bis blood. For zt may be obferved from the ftory 
of bis Paffion, * this was tbe onely point of bis ru. a 
accufation, which was confeffed aud avouched.by John 18.33,36 
. b 37. 

bimfelfe, ^ was moft aggravated, profecuted, and b Luke 23.2. 
driven bome by the Tewes , “was prevalent with yng rns 
Pilate as the caufe of condemning himte die, and 
“was mentioned alfo in the fuper{cription upon bis #30 19-19 
crofJes And although in reference to God, and in 
refe€t of (atisfaction to the Divine juftice for onr 
fimes, bis death was »%» a price of redemption, 

a yet 
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yet in reference to men whodid perfecute, accnfey. 
and condemne hin», bis death was uywan, a Mar- 
tyrs'Teftimony to feale {uch a truth. This Kingly 
Office of Fefus Chrift (as well as bis Propheticall) — 
is adminifired and exercifed, not onely inwardly. 

and imvifibly by the. working of bis Spirit in the 
foules of particular perfons, but outwardly alfo 

and viftbly tbe Church, as avifible political 
minifteriall body ; ie which be hath appointed his 

own proper Officers, Ambafladours,Courts, Laws, 
Ordinances, Cenfisres , and all tbefe adminiftrati- 

ons, to be in bis own name, as tbe onely King and 

Head of the Church. This was the thing which 

Herod and Pilate did, and wany Princes, Po- 
tentates, and States doe looke upon, with fo mneh- 

_feare and: jealoufie, as another Government co- 

ai Db te ET ordinate. with tbe civill, But what was darke 
Non ote“ bon the one fide to them, hath been light upon 


quoque intra 


ñoswigimaan- the other fide to thofe fervants of Fefus Chrifi 


nos, prafertim 


in Germania, who have ftood, contended, and fometine fuf- 
lucrunt jatim fered wench for the Ordinance of Church-Go- 


| medine Gernment and Difciplime, which they looked’ 


dicationem : 
panéample&i 5505.55 a part of Chrifti Kingdome: So° Bucer.. 
&c. verum pere f : : : 
pauci adhuc reperti fant qui (e Chrifti Evangelio & regno omnino fubjeciflent: imo qui pafsi 
fuiffent @hrifti rcl gionem & Ecclefarwan Difeiplinam reftitui. per omnia juxta leges Regis 
noftri.Et infra In Hungaria, gratia Domiro;vorrpaucz jam exiftune Ecclefie que cuni pura 
Chrifti do&rirá, Clidam etiam ejes di(ciplinam receperunt, caftodauntquercligiose. Rex 
nolter Chriftus faxit ut barum Ecc'efiaram exemplum quàm plurima fequantur. 

So: 


as 


To tive Potts. = p 


OO 5t MR P 
SofParker. $05 M. Welfeh wy conntreynran of toepti Ecci 

; ' M : 70. * e 4 
precious memory, obo fffred mach for the are 53 
truth, aud was ready to feale it with bis blood. toni Chiki, 
Befide divers others who might be named, efpecially EM Joel 


Is Letter to 


learned Didoclavias zz his Altare Damaitcenum «he Lacy Fleer 

i : l ming, written 
Cap.1. .azd throng bout. font lle bail 

l M | l at Back ffe i 
January $616. Who am I that he fhould Ref have called me and then conft tured mea Mini 
fter of glad things,of che Gefpell of faivation thee fifteen yeeres already and now laft of all te 
be a fufferer for his caufe and kingdome,to witnelfe that. good confefsion that Jefus Chrif 
is che King 0* Saints,and that his Church is a moft free Kingdome, yea as free as any King 
dome under Heaven, not onely to convocaie hold and keepe her meetings, conv ntions, anc 
afleniblics, but alfo to judge of all her affaires, in all er mectings and conventions, amon 
his Members and Subje&s! Thefe two points, that Chrift is cheizead of his Church, Second; 
that. fhe is free in her government fromali other Jurifdi&ion except Chrifts 5 thefe twe 
poinis are the (peciall caufe of our imprifonmenr, being now convi& as traytors for maintai 
ning thereof. We have been waiting with joyfuineffe to give the laft teftimony of our bloog 
dn conBirmation thereof, if it wculd pleafe our God ce be, fo favourable as to honour us wick 
that dignity. [hus he. à ] 


Iam not ignorant that fome have anevill eye 
upon all government in a Nation,diltinG from civill 
Magifiracy , and if it were im their power they ———. 
would have all Auti-Evaftians (and fo confequem- 
ly both Presbyterians and Independents ) looke 
upon as guilty of lVrea[on at leaft, as wiolaters of, 
and encroachers upon the rights and priviledges | 
of Magiftracy, imreffeck of a diftinG Ecclefraftz- 
call government. And indeed it isno new thing s 
for the moft faithfull Minifters of Tefus Chrift to P 
be reproached and acenfed as guilty of Treafon, 
which was not onely-the lot of M. Calderwood, 


a2 and 


To the Reader, 


and ( as bath been now fhewed) of M. W elich, 
Difonfeof. and thofe that fuffered with bim, " but of M. Kix 


he troubles at 


asked Sit before them, as likewife of many Martyrs and 


pen sys coufeflors, mel » the Apofiles themfelves. Yet (af 
C C < we will judge righteous Judgement, and weigh 
kce 64% things in a juft ballance) we doe not vob the Magi- 
PE 2. firate of that whichis bis, by giving unto Chrift 


eert “shat which 3s Chrifts: We defzre to bold up the 
bonour and greatne'le , the power and authority of 
Magiftracy , againfi Papifts Anabaptifts, aud all 
we ae others* that defpite dominion, and {peake evill 
62:2. of dignities. We doe zot! compare( as Innocen- 
tius did) the civill and the eccleftafticall powers, 
to tbetwo great lights, that tothe Moone, this to 
mThefecond the Sunne. We hold™it.is proper to Kings, 


booke of the : EL t 
Pidpineot Princes and Magifirates,.to be called Lords, 


iar and Dominators over theirSubje&s whom 
they governe civilly, but it is properto Chrift 
onely to be called Lord and Mafter in the 
Spirituall government of the Church; and all 
others that beare office therein, ought not 
to ufurpe Dominion therein, ae be called 
a The confeti- Lords, but onely Minifters Diíciples and Ser- 
onof fiith of wants. We acknowledge and affirme” that Magi- 
Senlod Artas flracy and civil Geverement in Empires, King- 
domes, Dominions; and Cities, is an Ordinance of 


God: 
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God for bis owne glory, and for the great good of 
anankind, fo that whoever are enemies to Magi- 
firacy, they ave. enemies to mankind and to the re- 
‘vealed will of God : ° That fuch perfons as are «us. 
placed in authority, are to be beloved, ho~ 1) 
noured, feared, andholden ina moftreve-,; 
rend c{timation , becaufe they are the Lieu- 
tenants of God, in whofe feat God himfclfe 
doth fitand juige; We teach? that notonely pua, 
they are appointed for civill policy, but alio 

for maintenance of the truc Religion, and 

for luppreffing of Idolatry and fuperftition 
whatfoever. Wecorfeffe chat tuch as refift the qiia. 
fupreame power ,. doing that thing whichap- 4 
pertaineth.to his charge, doe refift Gods Or- 
dinance; andthercfore cannot be guiltleffe. 
And further we affirme, that wholoever deny 
unto them theirayd, counfelland comfort, 
whileft the Princesand Rulers vigilantly tra- ;; 
vell in execution of their Office ,. that the ’/ 
fame men deny their help, {upport,and coun- 

fell to God; who by the prefence of his Lieu- 
tenant doth crave it of. chem. We know and 
believe, "that though webefree, we ought 7 Th Contel 
wholly in a true faith holily to fubmit inthe bead of 
our. felves to the Magiftrate ,. both with our Meio 


body. 


f, 
, f 
f The cenfef- 
fion of Bohemia 
cipa6. Í 


t The French 
confefsion Art. 


33* 


u The confcf- 
mere 
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body, and with all our goods, and endeavour 
of mind, alfo to. performe faithfulnefle, and 
the oath which we made to him, fo far forth 
as his government is not evidently repugnant 
to him for whofe fake we doe reverence the 
Magiftrate. LH That we ought to yeeld unto Kings 
and other Magiftrates in their owne ftations, feare, 
honour, tribute, and caftome, whether they be good 


wen or evill, as likerife to obey them, in that 


which is not contrary to tbe Word of God: It be- 
ing alwaies provided that in things pertaining to 
onr foules and con{ciences, we obey God onely and 
bis holy Word. Webelieve'that God hath deli- 
vered the Sword into the hands of the Magi- 
firates, to wit, that offences may be reprefled, 
not onely thofe which are committed againft 
the fecond Table, butalfo againft the firk. 
We doe agree and avoucb," that all men of what 
dignity, condition, or ftate foever they be, 
ought to be fubject to their lawfull Magi- 


ftrates, and pay unto them Subfidies and Tri- 


butes, and obey them in all things which 
arc not repugnant to the word of God. Alfo 
they muft poure out their prayers forthem, 
that God would vouchfafe to dire& them in 


all their adiions, and that we may lead a 


peace- 


To etia Beda. | ! /3 


caccable and quiet. life under them, with al! 
odliaeffe and honefty.. We teach* shat it doth «The contet- 


fion of Saxony, 


belong to the authority and duty of the Magiftrate, 5:25. 
to forbid and (if need be) to punifb fuch finnes 


as are committed againft the ten Commande- 
ments or the Law naturall: as likewife to adde 
unto the Law naturall fome other lawes, de- 
fining the circumftances of the naturall Law, 
and to keepe and maintaine the fame by 


punifhing:the tranfgreffors.. We bold? that they sim Aia 
lawes of the Realme may punith Chriftian %f Region 


men with death, for heynous and grievous 
offences. Aird tHat eis lawful] for Chriftian 
men, at tlie command of the Magiftrate , to br. oie 
beare Armes,and to ferve in juft warres, Alf “hichis meant 


of laying on 


thefe things we doe ftncerely , really, conftanily, or or vk. ai i 
faithfully , and cheerfully yeeld unto and affert in fore Aunt. 


d. i 

bebalfe of tbe civill Magiftrate. So ‘that the canfe s; 3o mI” 
which Isow take in hand doth not depreffe. but by 
exalt, doth not weaken but firengtben MagiStracy.' tur in cao ligeti 
turt? que fol- 


E Live not plead again(t the power of the Sword: pes in terrà, 


fofvaztur in cga 


wher I plead for = the power of the Keys. j quiscumexe 


communicat Ec: 


Thefe two are moft difliati , they ought not to bei e 
confounded, neither need they to clafh or interfere ganr al 
um re- 

between themfelves. The controverfie is not abont concitiarur -ab 
Ecclefidyin celo 


taking from the hiai what is bis , but about. [ili rene 
giving liatus,2 c. 
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eee o 
giving to Christ that which is Lis. We hold a 
reciprocall {ubordination of perjons, but a coordi- 

athe fond. zation of powers” As the Minilters and others of 

Difcipline of the Ecclefiafücal eftate.are fubject to the Ma- 

Sculind, opi. Gitrate civil, fo ought the perfon of the 
Magi(trate be fubje& to the Church Spiritu- 
ally, and in Ecclefiafticall goverament. And 
the exercife of both thefe jurifdi&ions can- 
not ftand in one perfon ordinarily. Againe, 

TENET >The Magiftrate neither ought to preach, 
minifter the Sacraments, nor execute the cen- 
lures of the Church, nor yet prefcribe any 
rule how 1t fhould be done, but command the 
Minifters to obferve the rule commanded in 
the Word, and punifh the, tran{greffors by 
civill meanes,. The Minifters_ exerce not the 
‘civill Jurifdiction, but teach the Magiftrate, 
how ic fhould be exerciled according to the 

eSeetheLaws word. © The Laws aud Statutes of Geneva doe 


and Statutes of ` 


Geneve tran- at once ratifie the Ecclefraftieall Presbyteriall power 


he Ecenchara Of Turifdiciion or cenfure , and witball appoint 
e pr. that Minafters fall not take upon them any civill 
9.10, jurifaittion, but where there {ball be need of com- 

e 0 pulfron or civill punifbments, that this be done by 
tbe Magiftrate. Yea, under a Popi[b Magiftrate 


(asinFrance) and even under the Turke him- 


self 
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- felfe many Churches doe enjoy not onely the Word 1 
and Sacraments, but a fre Church government 
and Difcipline within themfelves, re&io difci- 
pline libera, which is thought no prejudice to 
the civill government they that governe tbe Chur- 
ches having no dominion nor fhare of Magiftracy. 
Vide D. Chytrai orat. de ftatu Ecclefiarum 
in Grecia &c. 
Iknow well, that there are other horrid calum- 
nies and mif-reprefentations ef Presbyteriall Go- 
vernment, befides that of encroaching upon Magi- 
firacy: but they are as falle as they are foule. 
And although we goe upon this difadvantage 
d which Demofthenes ( being loadened with a4 De ms. 
heavy charge and grievous afperfions by © FLL. _ ames 
chines ) did complaine of, that though by right Crpprenem. 
both parties fbould be heard, yet the generality y 
ef men doe with pleafure hearken to reproaches 
and calumnies , but take little or no pleafure to 
heare mens clearing of themfelves or their caufe | 
and that bis adverfary bad chofen that which was 
more pleafant, leaving to him that which was 
more tedious: Nevertbele[Je I muft needs expect —— 
from all fach as are confcionable and faithfull in — 
this Caufe and Covenant, that their eares (hall not 
be open to calumnies , and {hut upon more favou- 
b rable 
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| rable informations. And however let the morf be 


faid which malice it felfe can devife, it fo all be RO 
finall comfort to me, that our Lord aud Mafter ` 


frianhsit, bath fard,' Bleffed are ye when men (hall revile 


gPfalm 2.20 
Luke 15:14, 


you,and perfecute you,and (hal fay all manner 
of evill againft you fallely for my names fake. 
I know alfo that a Governutent and Difcipline 
in tbe Church iy the thing which I now undertake 
to plead for) is a very “difpleafi mg thing >to thofe 
that would faine enjoy liberty either of perniciows 
errors , or grofe propbanuefje. But ( as Mai- 
monides faith well.) we mutt not judge of the 


_ eafineffe or heavineffeof a Law according to 


the affetionsand luft of any evill man, being 
sath (im judgement) and given to the worft 
vices; but according to the underftanding of 


4 one who ismof perfect among men,like unto 


whomy,according to the Law,all others ought 
to be. More Nevochim part. 2. Cap. 39. 
No marvell. that the licentious inks that way 
wherein they fball findetbem{elves hemmed in, if 
not hedged up with thornes. Ard that they may 
the more flatter themfelvesin their ofa licenti- 
axfaeffe, they imagine that Christs yokes eafieand 
his burtben light,to the flefb as well as tothe Spirit, 
to` carnal as well'as. to states men. For my. 
part 
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en ee ro LT 
part if lbave learned Chrift aright, I bold it for a 
fure principle, that in fo farre as aman is fpirt- 
tnall and regenerate, in as farre his fief? is under 
a yoake y and in [o farre as be is unregenerate,in as 
farre his flefb is fine j jugo without a yoke. The 
^ healing of the ffrritis not without the Jiniting of 
the fi efh. h Ozzen.in Le- 


When I fpeake of this Divine Ordinance o ay te mas 


Quid percutit ? 


Church Government , my meaning it not to allow, carnem, Quid 
Anat ? Spiritui, 
muchleffeto animate any inthe too fevere and over. Prorus u itt 


‘friét exercife of Ecelefz afticall difcipline and cen- pe ie 
fures. as obferved by! Hierome, as one of nier. uma. 
the err the Montanifts : 1l ad omne pene «o. 
delictum Ecclefix obferant fores. They flut 

the Church doore, (that zs, they excommunicate 

and fbit out of tbe Church) almoftat every of- 

fence. confe offethe greater part are more apt to 

faile in the defekt, then in the exceffe , - and ave like 

to come too fhort, rather than to goetoo farre. 

Yet a failing there may be and bath been both waies. 

The beft things, Ser i in Church or State, have 

been atiually abufed,and may be fo againe,throngh 

theerror and corruption of mene The boly Scrip- 

ture it felfe is abn fed tothe greateft anfcbiefes i in 

the world , thongh in its owne nature it ferves for 

as gun good inthe world. The abufe of athing 


b 2 , which 


To the Reader. 


OY Ne 
which is nece[Jary, and efbecially of a divine Ordi: 


nance, whether {uch abufe be feared or felt, ought 
— motyray not prejudice the thing it felfe. My pura 
pofe aud endeavour {hall be. wherein I befeech the 
Lord to help my infirmisies)to own the thing,todif- 
owne the abufes of tbe thing,to point out the path of 
Chrifts Ordinance, without allowing either rigour 
againft fuch as ought to be tenderly deals witb,or teo 
much lenity towards fuch as muft be faved with 
feare and pulled ont of the fire, or at all any aberva- 
tion tothe right orlefiband. +. ~ | 

I bave bad much adoe to gaine fo many hore 
fubcifivz from tbe works of my publi Malling, 
as might fuffice for this worke...I confeffe it hath 
coft we much paines, and 1 thinke I may fay with- 
ont prefumption, bethat will goe about folidly to 
anfwer it, will finde it no eafre matter. Subitane 
lucubrations will uot doe it. But if any man foall 
by unan{werable contrary reafons or evidences dif- 
cover error or miftakein any of uty princzples, let 
truth bave the vitiory, let God bavetbe glory. 
Onely this favour (I way fay this juftice )I fhail 
prote(t for.Firft,that my principles and conclufions. 
may be rightly apprehended, and that Imay not be . 
charged with any abfurd, dangerous or odious. 


y[Jertion, wnle[Je wy own words be faithfully cited 
| from — 


To the Reader. 


from which that affertion fball be gathered, yea 


alfo without concealing my explanations, qualifica- 
sina or reftrittions, if any / ach there be. Which 
rie to my beft obfervation I have not tran{greffed, 
in reference to tbe Oppofites. — Secondly, that as I 
have not dealt with their Nauci , but with their 
Nucleus, I have not fcratched at their fhell, but 
taken out their kernell (fuch asitis) I have not 
declined them, but encountered, yea fought them 
out, where sta firength was greateft, where their 
puma: were hardeft, and their exceptions moft 


probable: (o noman may decline or diffemble the 


Strength of my Arguments, Inferences, Authorities, 
Anfwers and Replies, nor thinke it enough to lift up 
an Axe again[t the uttermofi branches , when be 
ongbt to firzke at the root. Thirdly s ih tbere be 
any acrimony, let it be im a veall and vationall con- 
vittion, not in tbe manner of expreffion. In which: 
alfa Tashe no other meafure to my felfe than I have 
given to others. Tis but in vaine for aman to belp. 


the bluntneffe of veaon with the fharpneffe of 


pasion : for thereby he lofeth more than he gai - 


neth witlrintelligent Readers: the fempler fort may 


peradventure efleem thofe Besima, thofe deffica- 


ble nothings to be fomething but then they are dela 
ded, wot edified. [Therefore let not a man caft forth: 


a 


"7 


To the Reader. 


a flood of paffronate words, when bis Arguments 


are like broken cifternes which can bold no water. 
‘If any Replyer there bewf the Eraftian party, who 
will confine bimfelfe within thefe Rules and Con- 
ditions, as I doe not challenge him, fo ( if God fpare ` 
me life and liberty) Twill not refufe him. But if 
any fball fo reply-as to prevaricate and doe con- 
trary tothefe juft and reafonable demands, I maf 
(to bis greater fhame) cal him tothe Orders, and 
make bis tergiverfation to appeare.~ = 70^ 
I (ball detaine thee (good Reader ) no longer. The 
Lord guide thee and all. bis people in waies of truth 
aud peace, holineffe and righteon{neffe, and grant . 
that this Controwerfie may (I truftit [ball) havea 
happy end to tbe glory of God,to the embracing and 
exalting of Fefus Chrift in bis Kingly Office, to the 
ordering of bis Hone according to His owhe will,to 
the keeping pure of the Ordinances , to tbe advan- 
cing of Holineffe, and fbaming of prophaneffe, and 
finally to the peace, quiet, wel- being, comfort, and 
lappineffe of the Churches of Chrift. Thefe things 
(without thoughts of provoking any either publike 
or private perfon ) the fearcher of hearts"knoweth 
to be defired and intended by hima who is — 
Thine, to pleafe thee, for thy 
~ good to edification, 
G so, GILLESPIE: 
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| Of the Jewifh Church Government. 


ml CHAP) he rons 1 
That if the Ereflians could prove what they alledge con- 
cerning the lemifb Church Government, get in that 
particular the Fewifs Church could not be a prefident 
tothe Chriftian. . Ara don f »4 
T He Jewifh Church a patterneto usin fuch things 
as were not typicall or temporall. If it could be 
proved, that the Jewes had no fupreme Sanhedrin 
but one, and it fuch'as had the power of civil! Magi- 
ftracy ,. yet there are foure reafons for which that 
eould. be no prefident to. the Chriftian Church. 
Where thé conítitution, manner of: proceedings,and 
power.of the Sanhedrin’, ure touched. Of their s7- 
magega Magua, what it was, That the Prieíts had 
great power and authority not onely in occafionall ,, 

Synods,but in the civill Sanhedrinit felfe. — ^ | 
i HAP, 
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CHA P. II. 
That tbe Tewifh Church mas. formally diftin€ from the 


Tewifh State or Commonwealth. 


VVE are content that the Eraftians'appeale to 
the Jewifh government. Seven diftinctions 
between the Jewifh Church and the Jewifh State] Of 
the profelytes of righteoufnefle, and that they were 
imbodied into the Jewifh Church,not into the Jewifh 


State. 
Lu 


CHA P. III. à 
That the Fewes had an ecciefiaftical Sanhedrin and Go- 
vernment di[lin& from the civil. 


Dy WersAuthors cited for the ecclefiaftcal Sanhedrin 
A< of the Jews. The firft Inftitution thereof,Exo.24. 
That the choofing & calling forth of thefe 70 Elders 
is not coincident with the choofing of the 7o Elders 
mentioned Nw. 11, nor yet with the choofing of 
Judges Exod,18. The inftitution of two coordinate 
Governments, cleared from Dezt. 17. A diftin& Ec- 
clefiafticall government fetled by David, 1 Chro. 23. 
and 26, The fame diftinction of Civill and Church- 
government revived by Fehofhaphat, 2 Chro.19. That 
Text vindicated. Two diftin& Courts, one Eccle- 
fiafticall,another Civill, proved from Ferem.26.Ano- 
ther argument for an Ecclefiafticall Senate from 
Terem. 18. 18. Who meant by the wife men of the 
Jewes? Another argument from Ezech.7.26. Ano- 
ther from 2 Kings 6.32, and Ezech.8.1. Another from 
Pfal, 107-32. Another from Zech.7.1,2,3- That Ezech. 


13:9, 
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13.9.feemeth to hold forth an Ecclefiafticall Sanhe- 
drin. That the Councell of the chiefe Priefts, Elders 
and Scribes;fo often mentioned inthe Gofpel;and in 
the Acts of the Apoftles, wasan Ecclefiafticall San- 
hedrin, and nota civil! Court of Juftice, as Eraftw 
and M.Prynxéfuppofe: which is at length. proved. 
That-theeivill; Sanhedrin which had power of ‘life 
and death did remove from Hierufalem'; 40 yeeres 
before the deftru&ion of the Templeand City, and 
confequently neere three yeeres before the death 
of Chrift. The great objection, that neither the 
Talmud nor Talmudicall Writers doe diftinguifh a 
civill and an ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin, nat ee 
Finally; thofe who are not convinced that there was 
a diftinct ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin among the Jewes, 
may yet by other Mediums be convinced that there 
was a diftin&t ecclefiafticall Government among the 
Jewes: asnamely, the Priefts judgement of clean- _ 
neffe or uncleannefle, and fo of admitting or fhut- 
tingout. + 


Y 


ten 


CHAP. IV. 
That there was an Eccleftaftical Excommunication a- 
"Ong the Fewes < and what it was. 


Fifteen witneffes brought for the Ecclefiaftieall 
excommunication among the Jewes , all of them 
learned inthe Jewifh antiquities. Of the 24 caufes 
of the Jewtfh excommunication, which were lookt 
upon formally gua fcandals, not gua injuries. Of the 
three degrees of their excommunication , Niddxi, 
Cheren and Shammata. The manner and form of cheir 
Excommunication , ‘fheweth that it was a pe 
A € « ~CCle= 
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Ecclefiafticall cenfure. Formula anathematis. ‘The 
excommunication of the C#thites. Theexcommu- 
nication among the Jewes wasa publique and judi- 
cialact: and that a private or-extrajudicial excom- 
munication was voyd, if not ratified by the Court. 
The effects of the Jewifh excommunication. That. 
fuch as were excommunicated by the greater ex- 
communication were not admitted to cometo the: 


Temple. He that was excommunicated with the- 


leffer excommunication was permitted to come, yet 
not as other Ifraelites, but as one publiquely bearing 
his fhame. The end of their excommunication was. 
Ípirituall. 

Caer 
Of the cutting of fron: among the people off God frequently. 


saentioned inthe Law. 


pic fence of the Hebrew word "72 {canned. That: 
# the commination of cutting off a man from his 
people, or from the Congregation of Ifrael, is nei- 
ther meant of eternall death, nor of dying without: 
children, nor of capitall punifhment from tlie hand’ 
of the Magiftrate, nor yet of cutting off by theim- 
mediate hand of God for fome {ecrèt finne. R eafons- 
brouglit ágainftall-thefe. That Excommunieation- 


was meant by that cutting off, proved by fix reafons., 


`- = OF the cafting out of thé Synagogue. . 
"He cafting out of the Synagogue às underftood 

by Interpreters and others to be an bxcomimuni- 

E | cation: 


a 
* 
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cation from the Church aflemblies, andnot a civil 
punifhment. Eight confiderations to prove this, That 
he who was caft out of the Synagogue was, fhut out, 
not onely from the company and fellowthip of men, 
but from the place of publique facred affemblies, It 
cannot be proved, that he who was caft out of the 
Synagogue was free to enter intothe Temple. The 
cafting out of the Synagogue was abufed by the 
Pharifees, as thecafting out of the Church by D7s- 
trephes. i | 


Other Scriptural arguments to prove an Excommenicati- 
on in the Tewifh Church. | 


TU the feparation from the Congregation, Ezra 

10.8. was Excommunication. Jofephys explained 
in this particular.. Of the devoting of a mans fub- 
{tance as holy tothe Lord’, which was joyned with 
the Excommunication. What meant by the curfing 
Neh,13.25. That the speru or feparating mentio- 
ned Luke 6.22. was Excommunication, or a fegregas 
tion not from civil fellowfhip onely, but from facred 
or Ghurch communion. ThelEcclefiafticall ufe of 
that word touched. . 


| CHA». VIII. 

Of the jewifh Exomologefis, or publike Declaration of Re- 
pentance by confeffion of finne. i 
pe Heathens had their publique Declaration of 
" repentance from the Jewes. The Jewifh Exomo- 
logefis proved from the impofition, of hands apos 

c2 the 
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the head of the Sacrifice. The Law Lev. 5.5. did 
alfo appoint Confeffion of finne, to be made at the 
offering of a Trefpaffe offering. Which confeffion 
was madeinthe Temple, and in the Priefts hearing. 
The Law of confeffing (inne Nuz.5,6,7. explained, 
and divers particulars concerning confeffion dédu- 
ced from it. Other proofes of the Jewifh Confeffion 
of fins from 7o5.9.24. Alfo from that which intervee- 
ned between their Excommunication and their ab= © 
folution. From Ezra 10 10,11. That David: confef- 
fion Pfalz151. was publifhed inthe Temple, after 
minifteriall conviction'by Nathan. That if there be- 
neceflity of fatisfying an offended brother, how 
much more of fatisfying an offended Church ? 


CHAP. IX. | 
Whether in tbe Tewifb Church there was any fufpenfton or 
— exclufrón of prophbane , f[candalous, notoriows finners, . 
front partaking in the publique Ordinances, with the 
reft of the children of Ifrael ia the Temple. . . 


"He affirmativeis proved by plaine and full tefti- 

monies of Plo, and Iofephws, befide fome late 
Writers wel acquainted with the Jewifh antiquities. 
That the Publican Zuke 18. camenot into the Court - 
of Ifrael, but into the Court of the Gentiles. Nor | 
can it be proved, that he wasa prophane Publican, 
fo much as in the opinion of the Pharifees and Jews. 
That the Temple into which the aduitrefle was 
brought John 8. was alfo the Court of the Gentiles : 
neither was the admittéd into the-Temple for wor- 
Ship , but brought thither fora publique triall and 
fentence.- Seven Scripturall. arguments brought.to - 
ts ) prove . 
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prove an exclufion of the fcandalous and known pro- 

phane perfons, from the Temple. Somewhat de jure 

Zelotarum. Whatefteem the Hebrews had of an Ke- 

reticall or Epicurean Ifraelite. That the Temple of 
Fernfalem was a Ty pe of Chrift, ( which is inftanced 

inten particulars ) and hada Sacramentall holineffe- 
init, fo that the analogy is not to be drawn to an ex- 

clufion of prophane perfons from the Word preach- 

ed, but from the Sacrament. - 


- CAHP: X^ . 
A debate mith M; Prynne, concerning the exclufton of 
prophane (candalous perfons from the Paffeover. - - 


THe Analogy of the Law.of the Paffeover, as Ma- 
fter Prynne underftandeth-it, wil militat ftrongly 
againft that which-Iitmfelfe-yeeldeth. | That the un- 
cleane might be kept backe from, the Pafleover lon- 
ger then amoneth.. That they-were kept back by an - 
authoritative reflraint; and: were cut off if they did 
eate in their uncleannefíie.-. That fome uncleane per- 
fons were not put out-of thecampe,, nor-from the ~ 
company of men, but from the Tabernacle and holy 
thingsonely. Thatall uncleane perfons were not 
fufpended from. alt Ordinances.. That, fcandalous. 
and flagitious.perfons were. net-admitted to a tref- 
paffe offering. (which was a reconciling: Ordinance) . 
muchlefle to.the.Pafleover ( which was a fealing : 
Ordinance) without a publique penitentiall Confef- : 
fion of theirfinne. - M..Prynuesreplyes tothis argus - 


- 


ment of mine confuted, j: ..; 
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f i CHAP XI. i i i L < Í 
A Confutation of the firongeft arguments of Eråftys, 
- namely, tbefe drawn from thè Law of Mofes. d 


er ftrength of thefe Arguments put together. 
Which is not onely enervated, but retorted. That. 
the confeffion of (inne required Levit.5.5.Num.5.6,7- 
was a confeflion of the particular fin by word of 
mouth: and that this confeflion was required even 
in criminall and capitall cafes, That morall, as well 
as ceremoniall uncleannefle, -was a caufe of feque- 
{tration from the Sanctuary , yea much more, the 
morall uncleanneffe being more hatefull to God, 
more hurtfull and infective to Gods people. That the 
exclufion of the unclean under the Law could not fo 
fitly fignifie the exclufion from the Kingdom of Hea- 
ven,as from Communion with the Church in this life, 
That this legall Type did certainly fignifie a feque- 
{tration of fcandalousor morally uncleane perfons 
from Churéh-Communion under the New Tefta- 
ment, isproved from E/ay53.1.2Cor.6.¥4,15,16, 
17. alfo from the expofition of Peters vifion As Eo. 
That among the Jewes fuch as attended a litigious 
action, or at leafta capitall judgement, upon the 
preparation day , were thought defiled and not al- 
lowed to eatethe Pafleover. That it was notleftto 
a mans free will to judge of his owne cleanneffe or 
uncleanneffe, nor to expiate his firme when he plea- 
fed. That the univerfall precept for all’ that were 
circumcifed to eate the Pafleover, doth admit of ©- 
ther exceptions , befide thofe that werelegally un- 
cleane, orina journey. The great difference between 
Sacras 
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Sacraments and Sacrifices, which Eraffz; confoun- - 


deth. 


CHAP. XII. 

Fourteen arguments to prove that fcandalous and pre- 

- fumptuows offenders againft the morall Law, (thongh 
circusacifed, and not being legally uncleane) were ex- 


-cluded from the Paffeover. 


Z Nown prefumptuous and obftinate finhers, were 
cut off from among their people, therefore not 
admitted to the Pafleover. The Jewes themfelves 
held that morall, as wel as ceremoniall uncleannefle 
did render them incapable of eating the Pafleover. 
Who were efteemed Hereticall or apoftat Ifraelites? 
Who Epicurean Ifraelites? That thefe and {uch like 
werenótacknowledged to bein the communion of 
the Church of 7/r#e!, nor was it allowed to fpeake: 
or converfe with them, muchleffe that they fhould 
eatethe Paffeover. Grot» his argument, there was 
an excommunication for ceremonial! uncleanneffe, 
therefore much more for morall uncleannefle. W hat . 
God did teach his people by the purging out of lea- 
yen.. If the fhew-bread might not be given to Dz- 
vids men,’ unléííe they: had for Tomé fpate before 
abítained from their. wives; riuchleffe might known 
. adulterers be admitred tothe Paffeover. Ezech. 22. 
36. difcuffed againft Mr. Coleman. The original 
words explained. Prophane Ghurch members have 
the name of Heathens, and ftrangers. The qualifica- 
tions of Profelytes,. without which they were not- 
admitted to Circumcifion and the Pafleovér. That 
courte was taken. Ezra to. that.none ‘defiled 
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‘with unlawfull- marriages might eate the Pafleover. 
By Eraftws his principles the moft fcandalous con- 
verfation was not fo hatefull to God as. legall un- 
cleanneffe. The Law of confefling fin, Leust.5. Num. 
5. is meant of every known ‘fin, which was to be 
expiated by Sacrifice, efpecially the more notorious 
QM eanga Ous TS ln. MEE "v 


Char. XI iaa — 
M. Prynnes argument from 1 Cor.10.. ( which be takes 
to be unanfwerable) difcuffed and confuted. 1 


M' Prynne in expounding that Text of the Paíle- 
“over differeth both from the Apoftles,and from 
Erafiws himfelfe. His argument (if good ) wil necef- 
farily conclude againft his owne ConcefI:ons:If fcan- 
dalous finners had been fufpended from the Manna, 
and Water of the Rocke, they; had been fufpended 
from their-ordinary orporal meat. and drinke. That 
the fcandalous fins mentioned by the Apoftle, were 
committed, not before, but after their eating of that 
Spirituall meate, and drinking of that Spirituall 
drinke. The Argument ftrongly retorted. The 
{candalous fins mentioned by the A poftle were Na- 
tionall fins, and fo come not home to the prefent 
Queftion, which is of perfons, not of Nations. 


a} — An Appendix’ to the ferft Booke. 


Tr Eraftians’ mifreprefent the Jewifh Govern- 
ment. Their complyance with. the Anabaptifls. 
inthis;particular, Their confounding of that which 
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was extraordinary in the Jewifh Church, with that 
which was the ordinary rule. Fourteen Objections 
anfwered. M. Prynne his great miftakes of Dewt.17. 
and 2 Chron. 19. Ihe power and practice of the 
godly Kings of Judahin the reformation of Religion 
cleared. The Argument from Solomon his depofing 
of Abiathar, and putting Zadock in his place, anfwe- 
red foure waies. The Priefis were appointed to be 
as Judges in other cafes , befidethofe of leproffe and. 
jealonfie. 2 Cbre.23.19. further fcanned. A fcanda- 
lous perfon was an unclean perfon both in the Scrip- 
ture phrafe, and in the Jewifh language. The fe- 
queftration of the uncleane fromthe Sanctuary, no 
civill punifhment. Of Lawes and caufes Civill and 
Eccletiafticall among the Jewes. Of their Scribes 
and Lawyers. Some other obfervable paflages of 
Maimonides concerning Excommunication. What 
~ meant by zot ext ing into the Congregation of the Lord, 
Dent.23.1,2,2. and by feparating the mixed multitude, 
- Nehem. t3.2. Five reafons to prove that the meaning 
of thefe places, is not in reference to civil dignities 
and places of government, nor yetin reference to 
unlawful mariages onely , but in reference to 
Church-memberfhip and communion. Two Ob- 
je&ions to the contrary anfwered. One, from Exod. 
12.48. Another from the example of Ruth, An ufeful 

obfervation out of 0z4elos, Exod. 12. 
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geassacsesgeneoesaass ea segsas 
The fecond Beoke. 
Of the Chriftian Church Government. 


CHAP. J. 
Of the rife, growth, decay and reviving of Eraflia- 
- gif pte. / 


"Y'He Eraftian error not honeftis parentibus natus. 
(RS Evaftws the Mid-wife,how engaged in the bufines. 
The breaíts that gave it fucke, prophanneffe and felf- 
intere/t.Its {trongi food, arbitrary Government. Its 
Tutor, Arminianifme. -Its deadly decay and con- 
fumption, whence it was? How ill it hath been har- 
boured in all the reformed Churches? How ftiffled 
by Erajivs himfelfe? Eraftianifme confuted out of 
Evafiws, The Divines who have appeared again(t this. 

errer, How the Controveríie was lately revived? 


= UT 


| , Crap. IL 
Sora; Poftulata er cogsmeon principles to be prefeppofed. 


T Es there ought ta bean exclufion.of..vile and 
prophane períons, (knowne to be fuch) from the. 
holy things, isa principle received among the Hea- 
Abensthemíelves. Thatthe difhonour of God by 
"fcándalous finnes ought to be punifhed, as well, yea 
much rather, than privateinjuries. That publique: 
finnes ought to be publiquely confeffed, and the of- 

fenders 
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fenders put to publique fhame. That there cught 
to be an avoyding of, and withdrawing from {can- 
dalous perfons in the Church,and that by a publique 
order, rather then at every mans difcretion. | That 
there isa diftinction of the Office and power of Ma- 
giftracya d Miniflery. That the diretive judge- 
ment in.any bufineíie doth chiefly belong to thofe 
whe by their profeílion and vocation are fet apart to 
the attendance and overiight of {fucha thing. —- 


| CHAP. TII 
What the Eraftians yecld muto us and what we yeeld unto 
theme ? 


aer yceld that the Magiftrate his power 7s Eecle- 

frafticis , isnotarbitrary , but tied to the word. 
That there may be a diftin Church government 
under Heathen Magiftrates. That the abufe takes 
not away the juft power. They allow of Presbyte- 
ries, and that they have fome jurifdiction. That the 
Miniftery is Jure divino, and Magiftracy diftin& 
fromit. We yeeld unto them, That none ought to 
be Rulers in the Church, but fuch againft whom 
there is no jult exception. That Presbyteriall go- 
vernment is nota Dominion buta Service. That it 
hath for its obje& onely the inward man. That Pref- 
byteriall government is not an Arbitrary govern- 
ment, cleared by five confiderations. That it is the 
moft limited, and leaft Arbitrary government of any 
other, cleared by comparing it with Popery, Prelacy, 
Independency, and with lawfull Magzffracy. That the 
civil Magiftrate may and ought todoe much in and 
for Religion, ordinarily, and yet more in extraordi- 
2. nary 
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nary cafes. That the civil SanSion is a free and vo» 
luntary act of the Magiftrates favour. That Mini- 
{ters owe as much fubjection and honour to the Ma- 
giftrate as other Subjects. 


l CHAP. IV. 
Of the agreement and the differences between the nature of 


the Civill, and of the Ecclefiafticall powers or Govern- 
ments. 


j c^» agreements between the. Civil power and the 
Ecclefiafticall power. The differences between 
them opened in their caufes, efficient,matter, (where 
a fourfold power of the keys is touched ) forme, 
and ends, both fupreme and fubordinate, (where it 
is opened’, how. and in what refpect the Chriftian 
Magiftrate intendeth the glory of Jefus Chrift, and 
the purging of his Church  ) Alío effects, objects, 
adjuncts, correlations, ultimate terminations, and 
divided executions, 


CHAP. V. 

Of a twofold Kingdome of Jefus Chrifi : a general King- 
dorme as he is the eternall Sonne of God, the Head of ak 
Principalities and Powers ,raigning ever all creatmres: 
anda particular Kingdome,as he is Mediator,raigning 
over the Church onely. 


J Ow this controverfie fals in, and how deepext 

drawes. That our Oppofites herein joyne iffue 

‘with the Socinians. Nine Arguments to prove this 

diftindion of a twofold Kingdom of Chrift. In which, 

of the eternity, univerfality, donation , and fubor- 
dination . 
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dination of the Kingdome of Chrift. The Arguments 
brought to prove that Chrift as Mediator raigneth 
over all things, and hath all government (even civil) 
put in his hands, examined and confuted. In what 
fence Chritt is faid to be ever aZ, the beire of all things, 
to have al! things put under his feet , to be the head of 
everyman. A diftinction between Chriíts Kingdome, 
Power, and Glory cleared. —— 


CHAP. VI. 

Whether Jefus Chrifi, as Mediator, and Head -f the 
Church, hath placed the Chriftian Magifirite, to hold 
and execute his office, under and for him as his Vice- 
gerent ? The Arguments for the affirmative difcuffed. 


THe decifion of this Queftion will doe much, (yet 

not all) in the decifion of the Eraftian controver- 
fie. The queftion rightly ftated. Ten: Arguments 
for the afirmative difcuffed and anfwered. Where. 
divers Scriptures are debated and cleared. How we 
are to underítand that Chrift is King of Kings, and 
Lerdof Lords. How all power in Heaven andin Earth 
is faid to be given to him. That the Governments fet 
in the Church, 1 Cor.12.28. are not civill Magiftrates, 
fully proved, Epbef;1.21,22,23. and Colof. 2. 10. 
vindicated. 


-— 


« CHAP. VII. 
Arguments for the negative of that Queftion formerly 
propounded. wi 


"He lawfull authority of the Heathen Magiftrates: . 
* vindicated, It can not be fhewed from Scripture, 
that 
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that Chrift as Mediator hath given any Commiílion 
of Vice-gerentfhip to the Chriftian Magiftrate. That 
the worke of the Miniltery 1s done inthename and 
authority of Jefus Chrift : the worke of Magi tracey 
not fo. The power of Magiftracy or civill Govern- 


‘rent, was not given to Chriftas Mediator, fhewed 


from Luke 12.14. Fehn 18 36. Lake 17 20,21. Magi- 
ftracy founded in the Law of nature and Nations. 
The Scripture holds forth the fame origination of: . 
Heathen Magiliracy, and of Chrifian Magiftracy. 


Cuar. VIIT. 
Of the power and priviledge of the Muaiftvatein things 
and cants Ecclefiafticell , what it isset, and what 
it is © 


j aii no adminifraticn formally and properly 
* Ecclefiatiicall, (and namely the difpencing of 
Church cenfures) doth belong unto the Magiftrate, 
nor may (according to the Word of God >be atfumed 
and exercifed by him, proved by fix Arguments, 
That Chrif hath net made the Magiftrate head of 
the Church, to receive appeales from all Ecclefia- 
fticall Afiembles. There are other fufficient reme- 
dies againít abufes or Mal-adminiftration in Church- 
Government Reafons againít fuch appeales to the 
Magiürate. The Arguments tothe contrary from 
the Examples of Feremy and of Paul, difculled. Of 
the collaterality and coordination of the Civill and 
Eccletiafiicall powers. Whatisthe power and right 
of the Magittrare in things and caufes Ecclefiaíücall, 
cleared. firft generally; next, more particularly by 
hve diftinctions, 1. 7 teri oss belong to the 

civill 
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civill power, but not ~ sce, 2, The Magiltrate may 
imperare that which he may not e//cere, 3. Diftinguiíh 
the dire ive power from the coercive power. 4. The 
Magiftrates power is cusulatzve not privative. s. He 
may doe in extraordinary cafes that which he ought 
not to doe ordinarily. A caution concerning 
the Arbitrary power of Magiítrates in things Eccle- 
fiafticall. 


CHaApr. I X. 
That bythe Word of God there ought to be another Go- 
uernment befides Magiftracy or civill Government, 


namely an Ecclefiafticall Government (properly fo cal- 
lcd) in the hands ef Cherch-officers. 


de Queftion {tated , and the Affirmative proved 

by oneand twenty Scripturall Arguments. Who 
meant by the Elders that rule well, Y Tzm. ear aestswe 
and airt names Of government. The words: 
iyilu?- and weiseode Heb 12 7,17. examined. Of re- 
ceiving an accufation again{tan Elder. Of rejecting 
anHereticke. Of the excommunication of the In- 
eeftuous Corinthian, and the fence of the word 
emnpie, Of the fubjeciton of the fpirits of the Pro- 
phets tothe Prophets. The Angels of the Churches: 
why reproved for having falfe Teachers in the 
Church? Note that mean, 2 Tbeff. 3.14. proved to be _ 
Chureh-cenfure. Of the Ruler, Rav. 13.8. and Ge~ ` 
vermments, 3.Cor. 12.28. <A patterne in the Jewi(h 
Church for a diftind Ecclefiafticall government., 
What meant by cutting off, Gal. s. 12> $mór7» pro- 
perly what? Of the Minifteriall power to revenge all 
difobedience, 2 Cor. Yo. 6. *#38r4 2 Cor.2.8, what? Of 


the 
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the vifible adminiftration of the Kingdome cf Chrift! 
by his Laws, Courts, Cenfures. The Arguments for 
: Excommunication, from Matth. 18. and 1 Cor. $^ 
briefiy vindicated. That Elders are rulers of the’ 
flock, 77S a name of Government. Minifters 
why called Stewards of the Myfleries of God. Obsovin@> 
a name of. government. . Church-Government ex- 
ercifed by the Synod of the Apoftles and Elders;' 
Ads AS. - l 


CHAP. X.- ? 
Some objettions made againft Ecclefiafticall Government 
and Difcipline, anfwered. 


M Huffeys objedion doth ftricke as much againft 
Paul, as againfítus. The fallacy of comparing 
Government with the word preached , in pcint of 
efficacy. Foure ends or ufes of Church- government. 
That two coordinate Governments are not incon- 
fiftent. The objection, that Minifters have other 
worketo doe, anfwered. The feare of an ambiti- 
ous enfnarementin the Miniftery, fo much objected, 
is no good Argument againít Church-government. 
M. Huffeys motion concerning Schooles of Divinity 
examined. Church Government is no immunity to 
Church-officers from Cenfure. Thoughthe Eraftian 
principles are fufficiently overthrown by afferting 
from Scripture the way be of Church-government, 
yet our Arguments prove a w/t be or an Inftitution. 
Six Arguments added which conclude this point. 


‘CHAP. 
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MARME EP AD. XT. | 
The nece[fity of a diftin Church-goverument , under 
Chriftiai, as well as under Heathen Magiftrates. 


E acknowledged by Chriftian Emperours of 
old. Grotivs for us inthis particular. Chriflian 
‘Magiftracy hath never yet puntfhed all fuch offen- 
cesas are Ecclefiaftically cenfurable. Presbytertes 
in the primitive times did not exercife any power 
which did belong of right «o the Magi(trate. No 
warrant from the word, that the Ordinance of a 
di(tinct Church government,was onely for Churches. 
under perfecution: but contrariwife the Churches 
' are charged to keep till the comming of Chrift, the 
éommandement then delivered. No juft ground for 
the feare of the interfeering of the civill, and of the 
Ecclefiafticall power. The Churches liberties en- 
larged, (not diminifhed) under Chriftian Magiftrats. |. 
The Covenant againft this exception of the Erafti- 
ans. - The Chriftian Magiftrate, if he fhould take 
upon him the whole burthen of the corrective part 
of Church-government, could not give an account 
toGod ofit. The Eraftian principles doe involve 
the Magiftrate into the Prelaticall guiltineffe. The 
reafons and grounds mentioned in Scripture, upon 
which Church-cenfures were difpenced in the Pri- 
mi'ive Churches, are no other then concerne the 
Churches under Chriítian Magiftrates. The end of 
Church-cenfures, neither intended ‘nor attain ed, by 
the: adminifttation of Chriftian' Magiftracy, The 
power of binding and loofingnottemporary. They 
who. reftrict a diftin® Church-government, to 
giulia | e Ch urches. 


i 
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Churches under Heathen or perfecuting Magiftrats, 
give a mighty advantage to Socinians and Anabap- 
tilts. Gualiber and Mafter Pryzge for us in this Que- 
ftion. i 


APPENDIX. 


Collection of fome teftimonies out of a Decla- 

- Aration of King Fames, the Helvetian, Bohemian, 

Aunguftane,Frèneh and Dutch confeflions,the Ecclefia- 

{tical Difcipline of the reformed Churches inFrazee, 

Harmonia Synodorum Belgicarum , the Irifh Articles, 
a Book of Melanchton,and another of L.Hunfredws. 


ETT TETTE TIT 
— The third Booke. | 
“Of Excommunication from the Church, j 
AND 
J. Of Sufpenfion from the Lords Table. 


| CHAE >< 
An opening of the true ftateof the queftion, and of Mafter 
Prynnes wany miftakes and. mif-reprefentations of 
our Principles. | " , 
A : K bag i '"» 
| A Tranfition from Church-government in gene- 
"A rall, to Excommunication and: Sufpeníion-im 
particular. The prefent controverfie ten waies mif? 
tated by M,Prysne, That which was publiquely dex 
crip AD . pending 
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pending between the Parliament and Aflembly, did 
rather concerne the practicail conclufion it felfe, 
then the Medinms!toprove it. The ftrength of the 
Aílemblies proofes:tor Sufpenfion fcarce touched 
by M. Pryave. That the power of Sufpenfion is nei- 
ther inthe Minifter alone, nor unlimitted. - The 
queftion is practically ftated by Aretiws: The pre- 
dent controvétfehow different-from the Prelaticall? 
The power-defired:to Elderfhips tis not to judge 
mens hearts, but to judge of externall evidences. 
The di(tin&ion;of converting and confirming Ordi- 
nances how neceffary in this queftion? Excommu- 
nication and Sufpeníion confounded by M. Pryzne 
'(aslikewife by the Separatifts contrary to the man- 
ner both of the Jewifh Church, andof the ancient 
and, reformed Chriftian Churches M. Prynnes af- 
Íertion concerning: fufpenfion ,  is-contrary to the 
Ordinances of Parliament. The Quefhion ftated,as it. 
ought to be ftated. 1 


eet oe CHAP, dee , 
Whether Matth. 18. 15, 16, 17. prove Excomuiunica~ 
tion. aT | 
que Eraftians cannot avoyd an argument ex confe> 
quenti from this Text for Excommunication, al- 
though we fhould grant that the literall fence and 
diret intendment of the words, is not concerning 
Éxcommunication. Of the word 5x, That the 
trefpaffe meant verf.15. is fometime known to more 
then one at fir(t. That the meaning is not of a civill 
perfonall injury, but of a fcandalous finne, whether 
there be materially a perfonall injury init or not. 
€ 2 This 
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This confirmed by fix reafons. That if it were 
granted thefe words, If thy brother trefpaffe againft 
thee, are underftood of a perfonall injury,this could 
be no advantage to the Eraftian caufe,in fix refpe&s. 
Erafiws his Argument, that thetrefpaffe here meant _ 
is fuch as one brother may forgive to anothér, an- 
Íwered. That the Law of two or three witnefles 
belongeth to Ecclefiafticall, as well as to civill 
Courts. That Tel the church herecannotbe, Tell 
the civill Sanhedrin or Court of juftice among the 
Jewes. Ofsthe meaning of thefe words Let him be 
unto thee as an Heathen man and a Publican. M.Prynnes 
Argument retorted. That the Heathens might not 
enter into the Temple, towit, into the Court of 
Ifrael, but into the -In#termurale they might come 
and worfhip. That there isnot the like reafon for 
excluding Excommunicate perfons wholly from 
our Churches. Of Solomons porch. That M.Prynne 
confoundeth the devout penitent Publican with the 
prophane unjuft Publicans. The Objection from 
the Publicans going up. to the Temple to pray, exa- 
mined. Publicans commonly named as the wort 
and wickedeft of men. Another objection, Let him- 


be to thee, (not to the whole Church )as an Heathen, ec. 
difcufled.. = -> : TRI 
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A further demon [lration that thefe words Let him beun- 
.^to thee as an Heathen man and a Publican,are not 
meant of avoyding Civil, but Religious or church- — 
fellomfbzp.' m d 


(1 aiita ale dis d Á | 

TE e. great diforder and confufion which M. Prynne 
* his fence of this Text might introduce. That it was 
not unlawfull. to. the Jewesto have civill company 
or fellowíbip with Heathens, unleffe it were for 
. religious refpetts, and in cafe of the danger of an 
idolatrous infnarement, which is cleared by a paflage 
of Elias in Theibyte. In what fence Peter faith Ads vo. 
28. that a Jew. might not keepe company or come 
-unto one of another Nation. That the Jewes did 
keep civill and.familiar fellowfhip with Ger tofehav, 
or Ger fcbagnar , the profelyteinduelier, or the pro- 
felyte of the gate, who yet was uncircumcifed, and 
no member of the Jewifh Church, nor an obferver 
of the Law of-Mofer, but onely of the {even pre- 
cepts given to thefonnes of Noah. Which cleareth 
the reafon why the Synod of the Apoftles and El- 
ders, who would not impofe circumcifion nor any 
other of the Mofaicall ceremonies upon the belie- 
ving Gentiles, did neverthelefle impofe this as a 
neceffary burthen upon them,to abftaine from blood 
and things ftrangled. Chriftians ate permitted by 
Pax] to cate and drinke with them that believe not. 
Further proofes that fomeuncircumcifed Heathens. 
had: eivill fellowfhip with, the Jewes, and fome 
circumcifed Hebrews had not, Ecclefiafticall com- 
munion withthe Jewes. The Queftion decided out 
Of Maimonides.. That thefe words, Lethim AMA 
GUT ghee 
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thee as an Heathen man and a Publican doe imply fome- 


what negative, and fomewhat pofitive. Thenega- 
tive part is; that -he muft not, be worfe ufed in eivill 
things, than an, Heathen manor Publican: that Ex- 
communication breaketh not naturall and. morall 
duties: neither is any civill fellowfhip at all forbid- 
den tö be kept with an Exéommnwnicáte perfon, ef- 
cepcunder a fpirituall notion and for fpirituall ends, 
not gx cili fellow (hip: Thé pofitive part is, chat 
he muft be ufed in thefame manner, as an Heathen 
man and a Publican in Spirituall things, and in 
Ghurch-communion. Heathens five waies excluded 
ftom communion with the Jewesin rhe holy things; 
Let bim be as á Publican ymplieth. two things more 
then: Let him be as an Heathen, but exclufion from 
fome Ordinances: was common both to Heathens 
and f{candalous Publicans. That the Pharifees fpeech 
concerning the Publican who went up to the Tem- 
ple to pray, fheweth that he was not efteemed a pro- 
phane Publican. i 
"1^ E'H'A Perv, = jai a 
A Confutation of Exaftus and Bilfon their Interpretation 
of Matth. 18.15,16,17. a likewife of Dr. Sutcliffe 
his Gloff, differing fomewhat fromtheirs. | 


He fcope of this Scripture wholly fpirituall; cofi- 
cerning the gaining ofa brother from fin;nót civill 


concerning the profecuting ofa perfonal injury. 


Rebuke for finnea common Chriftian duty: Which 
is neceflary in finnes committed againft God, rather 
than in injuries committed againft man. That an 
finne by which thou art fcandalized is a trefpafle 
i | againft 
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againft thee. The Eraftian Interpretation of Matth.18. 
makes it lawfull for one Chriftian to goe to law with: 
another before an unbelieving Judge, and fo maketh 
Paul contrary to Chrift. ` The fame Interpretation 
reftricteth the latter part of the Text tothofe Chri- 
ftians onely, who live under an unbelieving Magi- 
(trate, while it is confefled that the former part be- 
longeth toallChriftians. It is contrary alfo to the 
Law of Moyfes. They contradi& themíelves concer- 
ning the coercive power of the Sanhedrin. The 
gradation in the Text inconfiftent with their fence. 
The Argument of Erafiz: to prove that the words 
as a Publican, are meant of a Publican gwa Publican, 
and fo of every Publican,examined. Their excep- 
tion, Let biz be TO THEE,@c. not to the whole 
Church, anfwered three waies. ;, : ap BAA 


e 


CHAP. V. l | 
That Tell it unto the Church hath wore ix it then, Tell 
ituntoagreaterrnumber. ^. ^. '  - 


T word éxansiz never given to any lawfull alem- 
bly, fimply becaufe of majority of number. This 
Interpretation. provideth no. effectuall remedy for 
offences. Kahal by the Hebrews and ivwiz by the 
Grecians often ufed. for an.aflembly of fuch as had: 
Juriídi& ion and ruling power. Whether the two or 
three witnefles Matth. 18.16. be onely witneffes or 
affiffants inthe admonition , or whether the inten- 
tion be that. they. fhall prove the fact before the’ 
Church forenfically, ( i£ need be) and whether two 
or three witneffes mutt be taken when the offence 
known to him onely tbat:gives the firft rebuke 5 


M dif- 
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difcufled ? This their Interpretation brings a brother 
under the greateft yoke of bondage. Grotius his 
Interpretation of the sword Church , not inconfiftent 
with ours. Divers Authors of the beft note for our 
Interpretation, that is, that by the Church here is 
meant the Elders of the Church aflembled. The 


nameef the Church given to the Elders'for four con- 


{rderations. 


CHap. VI. 


4 Of the power of binding and loofing, Matth.18.18. 
Ur Oppofites extreamly difficulted and divided 


“inthis point. Binding and loofing both among He- 
brews & Grecians,authoritative & forenficall words. 
Antiquity for us, which is proved out of Augu/tine, 
Hierome,Ambrofe,Chryfoftome, Ifidorus Pelufiota, Hilary, 
Theophylaé. That this power of binding and loofing 
belongeth neither to private perfons, nor to civill 
Magiítrates, but to Church officers, and that in refe- 
rence, I. to the bonds of finne and iniquity. 2. To 
the dogmaticall decifion of controverfies concerning 
the will of Chrift. That this power of binding and 
loofing 1s not meerely dottrinall but juridicall or 
forenficall, and meant of infliding or taking off Ec- 
clefiafticall'cenfure, This cleared by the coherence 
and dependency between verfe 17. and 18, (which 
is aflerted againít M. Pry#ne) and further confirmed 
by eleven reafons. In which theagreement of two 
on earth verfe 19. the reftriction of the! rile toà 
brother or Church-member; alfo Matth-i8/vo. John 
20,23. Pfalw149.6,7,8,9. are explained. ‘Another 
Interpretation of the binding and loofing, that it 


~ 
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is not exercifed about perfons, but about things or 
Dottrines, confuted-by five reafons. How binding 
and loofing are acts of the power ot the Keys,as well. 
as fhutting and opening. 


~ 


l Cuap. VII | 

That 1 Cor.g. proveth Excommunication, and (bp a 
neceffary confequence even from the Eraftian Interpre- 
tation) Sufpenfion from the Sacrament of a perfon un 
excoumunicated, | 


TH: weight of our proofs not laid upon the phrafe 
+ of delivering to Sathan. Which phrafe being fet 
afide that Chapter will prove Excommunication, 
verfe8. Let ws heepethe Paffeover Gc. applied to the 
Lords Supper, even by M. Pryzze himfelfe. Mafler 
Prynnes fir{texception from 1 Cor.10.:6,17.& 11.20 
21. concerning the admijfion of all the vifible mem- 
bers of the Church of Corinth even drunken perfons 
to the Sacrament,anfwered. His fecond, a reflection 
uponthe perfons of men. Histhird,concerning thefe 
words, No,not to eate, confuted. Hence Sufpenfion 
by neceffary confequence. His fourth-exception 
taken off. Histhreeconditions which herequireth 
in Arguments from the leífer to the greater, are falfe 
and doe not hold. -Our Argument from this Text 
doth not touch upon:the rock of feparation. Eight 
confiderations to prove an Ecclefiafticall cenfure, 
and namely excommunication from 1 Cor.s. compa- 


red with 2 Cor.a. More of that.phrafe,to deliver fucha 
ene to'Sathan. i | 


\ @ 
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CRAP. VIII. 


Whether Judas received the Sacrament of the Lords 
Supper. l 


TE Queftion between M. Pr352e & me concerning 
Judas , much likeunto that between Papifts and 
Proteítants concerning Peter. Two things premifed. 
1. That Matthew and Marke mentioning Chrifts dif- 
courfe at Table, concerning the Traytor, before 
the Inftitution and diftribution of the Lords Supper, 
place it in its proper order, and that Lake placeth it 
after the Sacrament by an vs or recapitulation: 
which is proved by fivereafons. 2. Thatthe ftory 
Joh 13. concerning Judas and the fop, was neither 
acted in Bethany two daies before the Pafleover, nor 
yet after the Inftitution ofthe Lords Supper. The 
firft Argument to prove that 774a received not the 
Lords ‘Supper from 705:13.30. he went out imme- 
diately after the fop. — Mf Prysmzer foure tn{wers 
confuted.’ His opinion that Chrilt ‘bave the Sacra- 
ment before the common fupper, is againft both 
Scripture and Antiquity. Of the word immediately, 
The fecond Argument from Chrifts words at the 
Sacrament.) That which M, Pryzne holds, viz, that 
at that-time (when Chrilt infallibly knew Judas to 
be loft) he mieant conditionally that his body was 
broken aud his blocd fhed for Idas; confuted by 
three reafons. The third Argument from the diffe- 
rent expreflions of Love to the A’poftles, with an ex- 
ception, while Zudss was prefent; without an excep- 
tion at the Sacrament. M. Pryzzes Arguments from 
Scripture to prove that Zxdas did receive the Sacra- 


ment, 
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ment,anfwered. That 7z4as received the Sacrament, 


is no indubitable verity as Mr. Pryzze calsit;but hath 


been much controverted. both among Fathers , Pa- 
pifts and Prote(tants. That the Lutherazs who are 
much of M. Pryaves opinion in the point of udas his 
receiving of the Lords Supper, that they may the 
better uphold: their .Dottrine iof .the wicked itheir 
eating of the true body of-Chriib ; yet; avé imuchwa- 
gainír ħis opinion inthe pomt of admitting fcanda- 
lous perfons not Excommunicated to the Sacrament. 
M. Pryimes bold ‘affertion that all the Ancients ex- 
cept Hilary onely.," ‘doe -unanimoully accord:that 
Judas received the Lords Supper ; without one dif- 
fenting voycesdifproved as moft falfe and confuted 
by the teftimonies of Clemens, Dionyfius Areopagita, 
Maximus, Pachymeres, Ammonius Alexandrinus, Taci- 
anus, Innocentius 2. Rupértus Tuitienfis, yea by thofe 
very paífages of Theopbylat, and Victor Antiochenus, 


cited by himfelfe. Many moderne writters alfo a- 


gain{t his opinion, as of the Papiíts, Salmeron, Tur- 
rianus, Barradiys 5 of Proteftants, Danaus, Klein- 
avitzius, Pilcator, Beza, Tof[anus, Mufculus, Zanchius, 
Gomarus, Diodati, Grotius. Theteftimonies cited by 
M. Prynne for Fudas his receiving of the Sacrament, 
examined : fome of them found falfe, others prove 
not his point, others who thinke that 7747: did re- 
ceive the Sacrament,are cleare againft the admiffion 
of known prophane perfons. The confeffion of 
Bohemia and Belgia not 'againft us, but again{t Matter 
Prynne. EH PIXMA AF) o64 9 dw cu 
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á CHAP. IX. 
Whether Judas received the Sacrament of the Pafféover 
that night in which our Lord was betrayed, 


que Chrift and’ hts Apoftles did eate the Paffe- 

‘over, not before, butafterthat Supper at which 
he did wath his Difciples feet, and give the fop to 
Indas. Thefe words. before-the Feat of the Paffeover, 
Toh.13.1.fcanned. The Jewes did eate the PatTeover 
after meale, butthey had no meale after the Paf- 
chall fupper. Seam yw» Joh. 12. 2. needeth not be 
turned, f/upper being ended, but may fuffer two other 
readings. Chrifts-fitting down with the twelve is 
not meant of the Pafehall fupper, and if it were, it 
proves not that Iudas did eate of that Paffeover, 
more than 1Cor.15.5.proves that Ivdas did: fee Chrift 
"after his refurretction. A pious obfervation of Cart- 
wright. Another of Chryfoftome. . + 


e scm CHAP. X. 

That 2f it could be proved that Judas received the Lords 

— “supper, it maketh nothing againft the Sufpenftonof 
known wicked perfons fromthe Sacrament. 


CE (ts admitting of Judas to the Sacrament when 
he knew him tc bea divell, could no more bea 
prefident tous, then his choofing of Judas. to be an 
Apoftle,~when he knew alfo that.he.was a divell. 
fudas his finne was not-fcandalous but fecret, at that 
time whea it is fuppofed that he did receive the 
Sacrament. The famething which M.Prjzz» makes 
to. have been after.the Sacrament, to prove that 
Iudas did xeceive the Sacrament, the very fame he - 
T makes 
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makes to have been before the-Sacrament; to prove - 
that /»dzs was a fcandalous finner, when he was ad- 
mitted to the Sacrament: He yeeldeth upon the 
matter that Judas received not the Sacrament. That 
before Iudas went forth, noneof the Apofiles knew 
him to be the Traytorexcept Johz , yea fome held — 
that ohz knew it not. That Chrifts wordsto Ixdas, 
Thon haft faid, did not make known to the Apoftles 
that he was the Traitor,and if they had,yet(by their 
principles who hold that Jadws received the Sacra- 
ment) thefe words were not fpoken before the Sa- - 
crament. Divers Authors hold that: Jucdas wasa fe- 
cret; nota fcandalous finner, at that time when it is 
fuppofed he received the Sacrament, yea M. Pryxzne 
himfelfe holdeth fo in another place. He lofeth much 
by propofing as a prefident to Minifters what Chrift 
did to Judas inthe laft Supper. Chrift did upon the 
matter excommunicate-Iudas 3 which many gather 
from thefe words, That thou doft doe quickly. Andif. 
€ hrift had admitted. him to the Sacrament, it could : 
be no prefident to us. i | 


CH AP. XI. 

Whether it be a full difcharge of duty to admsonifh a fean- - 

| dalous perfen of the danger of unworthy conemnmica- | 

ting è And whether a Minifter in giving him the Sa- 
cramentafter fuch.admonition, be no way guilty? ` 


M: Prynne doth here miftakehismarke, or not hit 

it, whether the Queftion be ftated in reference to 
the Cenfure of Sufpenfion, or in reference to the ` 
perfonall duty of the Minifter. Five duties of the 


Minilter in this bu(ineffe befide Admonition. Admo- 
nition i 
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| nition no Church cenfure,propeily. Six conclufions 
premifed by M Prysze,examined.His Syllogifm con- 
cerning the true right of all vifible members of the 
vifible Church to the Sacrament difcufled:Fout forts 
of perfons,befide children and fooles,not ableto exa- 
mine themfelves , and fo not to be admitted to the 
Lords Supper ," by that'limitation which’ M. Pryzge 
yeedeth. JH Arouhrent fró the admiffion of cat- 
‘nall perfons to Baptifme, upon a meere externall 
Leight profeffion, anfwered. His eleven reafons for 
the affirmative of this prefent Queftion anfwered. 
The Eraftian Argument from 1 Cor.11.28. Leta man 
examine bimfelfe, not others, nor others him, faileth 
many waies. M. Pryzze endeavours to pacifie the 
confciences of Minifters by perfwading them to be- 
lieve ,. that a fcandalous perfon is outwardly fitted 
and prepared for the Sacrament. How dangerous 
a way it isto give the Sacrament to a Ícandalous per- 
fon, upon hopes that Omnipotency can at that in- 
(tant change his heart and his life. Of a mans eating 
and‘drinking judgement to himfelfe. 


— 


| Cuar. XII. | 
iVhether the Sacrament of the Lords Supper bea conver- 
ting or regenerating Ordinance. T 


demm o PR 


M r Prynne inthtscontroverfie joyneth not onely 
with the more rigid Lutherans , but withthe Pa- 
pits. Theteftimonies of Calvin, Bullinger,Urfinus, 
Mufculus , Bucerus, Feflus Honnins. Aretius, Vo[fims, 
Parezs,the Belgicke confeflion, and forme of adini- 
niftration, the Synod of Dort, Gerhardus ` Waleus, , 
Chamierus, Polanus’,. Ameffus, axe produced againft 
li. M. Prynne 


ke I erme oe 
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ERO Luo ee ! 
M. Pryxne, all thefe and many others denying the 
Lords Supper to bea converting Ordinance, How 
both Lutherans and ~Papifts ftate their controverfie 
with Calvinifts (Cas they call them) concerning the 
efficacy of the Sacraments. M. Pryxnes diftinctions 
of two forts of converfion, and two forts of fealinc, 
being duely examined, doe but the more open his 
errour inftead of covering it. Of the words Sacra- 
ment and Seale: concerning which M.Prysze as he 
leanethtoward the Socinian opinion, fo he greatly 
cals in queftion that truth, without the knowledge 
whereof the Ordinance of Parliament appointeth 
mento be kept backe fromthe Sacrament. Foure 
diftinctions of my own premifed, that the true {tate 
of the Queftion may berightly apprehended. The 
1. Diftindion between the abfolute power of God, 
and the revealed will of God. 2. Between the Sa- 
crament it felfe, andother Ordinances which doe 
accompany it. 3.Betweenthe firft grace, and the 
following graces. 4. Between vifible Saints and in- 
vifible Saints - | "- 


ES X 


a CHAP. XIII. 
ud wenty Arguments to prove that the Lords Supper is zota. 
converting. Ordinance. : ae 


1. Gitom the nature of fignes inftituted to fignifie 

~ the being or having ofa thing. The fignificancy 
of Sacraments a parte ante. 2. Sacraments fuppofe 
faith and an imtereft had in Chrift; therefore doe 
not giveit. 3. The Lords Supper gives the new 
food; therefore it fuppofeth the new life. 4. Itisa 
feale of the righteoufneffe of faith, therefore infti- 
l | tuted- 


ch 
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` 


The Contents. 


tuted for juftitied perfons onely. 5. From the ex- 
ample of Abrahams Jultification before cireumcilion. 
6. From the duty of felf-examimation, which an 
unregenerate perfon cannot performe. 7. From 
the neceflity of the wedding garment. 8, Faith 
comes by hearing,not by feeing or receiving. 9.Nei- 
ther promife nor example in Scripture of conver- 
fion by the Lords Supper. 1o. Every unconverted 
and unworthy perfon, ifhe come (while fuch} to the 
Lords Table )cannot but eate and drink unworthily, 
therefore ought notto come. rr. The wicked have 
no part in an Eucharifticall confolatory Ordinance. 
12. Chrift calleth none to this Feaft but fuch as have . 
fpirituall gracious qualifications. 13. They that are 
viübly no Saints.ought not to partakein the Com- 
munionof Saints. 14. Baptifme it felfe Cat leaft 
when adminiftred to perfons of age) is not a rege- 
nerating, but afealing Ordinance. 15. From the 
neceflity of the precedency of Paptifme before the 
Lords Supper. 16. From the method ef the Parable 
of the loft fonne. 17. From the dottrinall‘dehor- 
ting of all impenitent unworthy perfons from com- 
ining to the Sacrament, unleile they repent, reforme, 
&c. (allowed by M. Prynne himfelfe) which a Mi- 
nifter may not doe, if it bea converting Ordinance. 
18.From the incommunicablenefle of this Ordinance 
to Pagans,or to excommunicated Chriftians for their 
converfion. 19. From the inftrumentall caufálity of 
a converting Ordinance, which in order doth not 
follow, but precede converfion;'and therefore is ad- 
minifired to men, not g#a penitent, but gva impeni- 
tent, which can not be faid ofthe Sacrament. 20. Ans - 
tiquity againít M.Pryzzein this point, Witnefle i 
: " Sancta 
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Sanda Santis. Witnefle alfo Dionyfius Areopagita; 
Fuftin Martyr, Chryfoftoue,Auguftine, Ifidorus Pelufiota; 
Profper, Beda, TYfidorus Hifpalenfis, Rabanus Maurus, 
befidés Scotus, Alenfis, and other Schoolmen. 


CHAP. XIV. i 
Mafler Prynne his twelve Arguments brought to prove 


that the Lords Supper is a converting Ordinance dif- 
cuffed and anfwered. 


Y Jis frh ear anfwered by three diftinci- 
ons. His fecond proveth nothing againft us, but 
yeeldeth foniewhat which isfor us. His third char- 
ged with divers abfurdities. His fourth concerning 
the greateft proximity and moft immediate prefence 
of God, and of &hrift in the Sacrament retorted a- 
gainft himfelfe, and moreover not proved nor made 
good by him. His fifth Argument hath both univer- 
fall grace and other abfurdities in it: His fixth con- 
cerning converfion by theeye, by the booke of na- | 
ture, by Sacrifices, by Miracles, as wellas by the 
eare, examined and confuted inthe particulars. His 
feventh not proved. Nor yet his eighth, concerning | 
converfion by afflictions without the word. His ninth 
concerning the rule of contraries is mifapplied by 
= him. His tenth concerning the ends of the Sacra- 
ment yecldeth the caufe and mireth bimfelfe. His 
eleventh a grolle petitio principii. His twelfth appea- 
ling to the experience of Chri(tians , rectified in the 
ftate, and repelled for the weight. That thic debate 
concerning the nature, end, ufe, and effect of the Sa- 
crament, doth clearely ca(t the ballance of the 
wholecontroverfie concerning Sulpea ion. Lucas 


g Ofiander 


v 
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Ofiander cited by M. Prynne againft us, isanore again’ 
himfelfe. 


- 


CHAP; XV. 
Whether the admilfion of fcandalous aud notorious Sinners 
to the Secransent of the Lords Supper, boa pollution: 
and prophanation of that holy Ordinance? And in.what 
refe e it may be fo caled? 


Ie true ftate of this Queftion cleared: by five di- 
4 flin-sons. Nine Arguments to prove the affirma-. 
tive. That the admitting of the feandalous and pro- 
phage to the Sacrament gives the lie tothe word 
preached, and loefeth thofe whom the word’ bind- 
deth. Thatit isa firengthning of the hands.of the 
wicked. Tisa prophanation of Baptifme to baptife. 
a Catechumene Jew,.ora Pagan, being of a known. 
prophane life, although he were able to makecon- 
fefiion of the true faith by word of mouth: That 
fuch -as are found’ unable to examine themfelves. 
(whether, through’ naturall or finfull difability ) or 
manifeftly unwilling to it, ought noto be admitted: 
to the Lords. Supper. The reafon for keeping backe 
children and fooles holds ftronger: for keeping back 
kngwn prophane perfons.- Hag.2. rt ;12,19,14. ex- 
plained: A debate upon Matth.7-6 Give nat that which . 
is oly todogs.Oc wherein M. Pryzae3s comuted from - 
Scripture, from Antiquity, from @rafiws alfo and: 
robin. 11 1 i elt In 5 J i 
"3 ne^ d nl: p | 
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+ | "Cmkr. XVE - -—— ^ 
An Argument of Eraftus ( drawa from the Baptifine of 
2n Jobnyagasr ff theexdludine of ftandalons fnners froma 


the Lords Snyper, examined. 


Hat fohn baptifed none but fuch as-confefled their 
f'nnes, and did outwardly appeare penitent. Tis 
a great quef^ion whether thofe Pharifees who ceme 
to his Faptifme, Matth. 3: were baptifed. The co- 
incidency of that ftory Mattb. 3. with the meflage of 
the Pharifees to Fobx Baptift, Ik. 1. The Argument 
rétorted. = . l t 


* 


P" CBA$. X'VH. - | 
Antigeity for the Sh penfi of all feand deus pefons 
(o from the Sacrament, even [ueh as were admitted to'0- 
| «ther publique Ordinances. ^us . | 
O7 the foure degrecs of Penitents in the ancient 
Church, and of the Sufpenfon of fòme. uneg- 
ecmmunicated perfons from the Lords Supper who 

did joyn with the Church in the hearing of the word 
and prayer. Proved out of the ancient Canons of the 
Councets of Ancyra, Nice, Arles, the Gxth and eighth 

| — General Ccuncels, out ef Gregorin: Thaumaturgns, 
and Bafilin: M:anus, con’rmed alfo out of Zoe ws, 
Balfamon, Albafbinews. The Sufpenfion of all forts of 

— featidalous finners m the Church from the Sacri- 
ment further confirmed ‘out of [fdorus Pelwffota, 
Dicnyfins Areopagita with his Seholiaft Maximus, and 
his paraphraft Pachimeres. Alfo ont of Cyprian, Tufl i» 
Martyr, Chryfoftome, Awbrofe, Angufiine , €regorius 

Magnus Walafridus Strabo. s 

as . CRAP. 


The Contents. 


|." CHAr. XVIII 
A difcovery of the inftability and loofeneffe of M.Ptynne 
his principles, even to the contraditfing of himfelfe in 
twelve particulars. . + 


N 
euet 


A N Argument hinted by M. Prynne from the ga- 

thering together all guefts to the wedding Sup- 
per, both bad and good, examined , and foure an- 
{wers made toit. That M.Pryzze doth profeile and 
pretend to yeeld the thing for which his Antagonifts 
contend with him, but indeed doth not yeeld it: 
his Conceffions being clogged with fuch things as do: 
evacuate and fruftrate all Church Difcipline. That: 
M:Prynne contradicteth himfelfe in twelve particu- 
lars.Foure Counter-quxrees to him. A.difcourfe of 
M. Fox the Author of the Pooke of Martyrs, concer- 
ning three forts of perfons who are unwilling that 
there fhould bea Difcipline or power of Cenfures in 
the Church, : ast NE 


The 
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20. 4. 5. 
B2. 3 


tedinthis Tractate. 


Genefis. Page. 
Te foul [bali be cut off from his pes- 53.54 57- 59- 
ple. 


Exodus, 
There [hall na ftranger eat thereof. 114 
Threetimes in the year all thy Males [ball 
appear before the Lord Gode. III 
cd nd [eventy of the Elders of Ifrael. 9.10. 


bj 


Leviticus. 
And he fhal put his band upon the head _ 
of the burns offering. (3° 
And if a foul fin ec. And it [ball be, 
when be (ball be guilty in one of thefe 74575590, 
things, that he fhall confe[fe that be hath 12 28125. 124. 
finned in that thing. : 
If a foni fim and commit 4 trefpaffe ec. 56. Toge >> 
But the (oul that eateih ef the fle]h of the 
facrifice ec. having bis uncleaune(fe upon: p» 
him, even that foul [ball be cut eff ec. 59. 
Then I will [et my face againft that 
t and againft his family , and will cut 34 55- 


im eff. 


That fowl fha be cut. off from my pre- 55. 
fence. j 


H Numbers 


Dir 4. 5. 


26. 19. 
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Numbers. | 
Witheut the Camp fhall ye put them. 
When a man er woman [ball commit any 
fin exc. then they [ball confeffe erc. 


And there were certain men who were 


defiled by the dead body of 4 man, that they 


could not keep the Paffeover ec. 


` But the foul that doth ought jrefumpta- 


- onfly 6. that ford [ball be cut off. : 


That foul [bali be cut off from Ifrael. 


Deuteronomie: 
If there arife-a matter too hard for thee 


7* in judgement coc. Thou [balt come unto the 
' Pricffs, tbe Levites, and unto tbe fudge. 
p. 3 3 


(o. J | 
Thy Elders and thy Fudges. 

Shall not enter into the Congrezation of 
the Lord. ` | 

Thou [halt not bring the hireof á whore 
crc, into the Houfe of the Lord. 


1 Samuel. 


But there is hallowed bread,if the young 117. " 
nen haue kept. tbem(tloes at leaf from wo- | | 


men, ee. - 
They have driven meout-this day from, 
abiding in tbe inheritance of the Lord. 


I Kir.gs. 


Geitheeto Anathoth cc. So Solomon 


thrust out Abiathar from being Prieft un- 


to the Lord. 
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2 Kings. 
Elifha fate in bis Henfe, aud the Eiders 
3? — fate with bios. 


tJ And the Prieft appointed Officers ever 


the Houfe of the Lord. 


. 1 Chronicles. 
Six thoufand were officers and Fudges. 
a So 1 Chron. 26. 29. " 


2 Chronicles. 

Moreover ia Ferufalem did fehofba- 
phat fet of the Levites, and of the Priefts, 
9 and of the chief of the Fathers of I[rael,for 

| TOv she judgement of the Lord, coc. Amariah 
IE the chief Prièft is over you in all matters of 
the Lord, ec. 
And he fet the porters at the gates of 
19. tbe Houfe of the Lord , that none which 
was unclean in any thing [hould enter in. 


Ezra. 
z | All his fubflance fhouta be forfeited, and 
himfelf feparated from the Congregation. 
II. Make Confe(sion anto the Lord. 


9,04. 


I4. tO 17. 140. - 
141. i 


89, 90. 142. 
142. 144. 


69,69,70. 


79, 80. 


And they made an end with all tbe men — 


17. that had taken ftrange wives , bythe first 
Š day of the fir ft moneth. | 


. Nehemiah, - 
` -r They feparated from Ifrael all the mixed 


'5$* — multitude. 
am. I contended with them and cur (ed them. 7 
H 3 
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Ch. Verf. " . Page 
ob. 
EÓ. 14. Their life is among the unclean. 142. 
Pfalmes. 
I (hall give thee the Heathen for thine 
2. 8 inheritance. 2II 
| Lord who [ball abide in thy Tahernacle? 
15 Te who [bal dwell in thy koly hil? So P124.3. 21- 
6 But untathe wicked God faith , What 
pe E "o haft tbonto do ere. re. “ae 
A Pfalmt of David when Nathan the 9*9, 
st. Tit. prophet came unto him, afier be bad gone ` 
in to Bathfheba. 
107. 32.  Prai[e bim in the Affembly of the Elders. 34,25. 
T This gate of the Lord into which the * 
ie righteous [ball enter. 7 


5. 8. 

20:4 T9- 

Noe X 
II. 


9d 
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- 6,7, execute vengeance upon the Heathen , and 


A two edged [word in ve hand : to 420, 421. 


859. puni[bments uponthe people : To bind their 


Kings with chains, and their Nobles with 
festers of iron Gre, this honour have all his 
Saints. i 


Proverbs. 
Come not nigh the deor of her Honfe. 116. 
He that goeth about asa tale-bearer re- 26. 
vealeth fecrets. 


Iíaiah. 
There [ball no more come into thee the 


, 107. 108. 
untircumc; [ed and the unclean, : 


Jeremiah. 
Is this boue which is called by my name 


beco: 
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Ch. Verf. become a den of Robbers in your eyes ? 


a. 


26. 
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13.14. 


For the Lam [ball not peri[b from the 
Pric(t, wor counfel fromthe wife, nor the 
word from the Prophet : come and let us 
[mite him with the tongue. 

7 be Priefls and tbe Prophets and all the 
people tosk him, faying, Thos fhalt [urely 
die crc. When the Princes of Fudab beard 
thefe things, then they came up cc. 


Ezechiel. 
O Son of man behold they fhall put bands 
upon thee. 
The Law [ball perih from the Prieft, 
and Counfel from the Ancients. 


I fate ip mine beufe, andthe Elders of „ 


Fudah fate before m: : 
They [ball net be inthe Affembly of my 
people. 

They have put no difference betweenthe 
haly and prophan:, neither have they fhew- 
ed difference between the unclean and the 
clean, ! 

In that ye have brought isto my Sanctn- 
ary firangers uncircumcif'd in heart ec. 

Andincontroverfie they (the Priefts ) 
[hall ftand in judgment and they [bal judge 

ät according to my judgements. 


‘Haggai. 


If one that is unclean by a dead body dre. 
So wthis people he. - 
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88. 


20, 21, 22. 


18, 19, 20; 
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- Zecharish 
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Ch. Verf. 
7... 2. 7. Whenthey bad (ent unto the boufe of God 


3+ 7 
5° 23,24. 
" 6. 
16, 28. 


Zechariah. 


ec. to (peak unto the Priefts which were in 
the houfe of the Lord of hofs , and to the 
Prophets, faying, Should I weep CPC. 


Matthew. 


But when he [aw many of the Pharifees — np 
“552, tO 555. 


and Sadduces come to his Baptifme, he (aid 

unto them, O gencration of vipers cc. 
Therefore if thou bring thy gift tothe 

Altar, and there remembreft cc. 

Give not that which is holy unto the dogs, 
-neither caft ye your pearls before (wine. 

There be (ome [landing bere which [ball 

net taft of death,till they fee ibe Son of man 

coming in bis kingdom. 


If thy brother [ball tre[palfe aeainft thee, 


6 ii, 
19. 15,16, go and tell him his fault between thee and 


I 


18. 


I9. 
d. 


Ba, 9, 10. 


bim alone pc. Thentake with thee one or 
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82. 
548, to 551. 
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294,295,296, 
and 350. to 


two mare Gc. Andif he [ball neglect to 


hear them, tell it untothe Church : but if 
he neg lec to bear the Church , let him be 
unto thee as An heathen man and a publican. 
Whatfoever ye {hall bind on earth, [bail 
be bound in.beaven , and wbat(oeer ye 
hall loofe cc. : 
If two of you [ball agree on earth cc. 
Wberetwmo or three are gathered toge- 
ther in my Name cre. 4 7 
As many as ye [ball find, bid to the mar- 
riage. Sothofe fervants went ont into the 
high wayes , and gathered together all, as 


407, to 425. 


416. 
23549898 
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many 
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Ch. Verl. many as they found both bad bod good crc. Page 
_ Friend, bow cami] thon in bither not 510. 


22 E “having a wedding garment ? ! 
I fend vato you Prophets 4d Wi e-mth, 5 
EU P owes ; : C 
56. 20, _ He (ate dowhn with tbe twelve: . Tu 465 
apo 0 And as they dial cat, he ftid. 439. 
25 Thou haf faid. 470. 
; The chief Priefts aid Eiders , aud all 26. & leq 
? the Councel, So Acts A; 5. — 
38. 18. - “All power is given unto’ m2 in heaven 225 t@ 210. 
_andinearth. ` 
19. '  Baptizingtheminthe name of the Fa- 237-2387 
ther, and of the Son and of the boly HA | 
"AX n Marke. : $ 
14: 23: . And they all drank of it. 449: 
Luke. 
fm 25, And when they fall [epavate on from 7.75, 
their Company. 
12. I4: Man, Who made me a Fudge or a 240.241. 242. 
divider over yon ? 
15. 22.23 Bring forth the befh robe di : 516. 
17. 20. The Kingdom af Ged commeth not with” 243. 
obfervation. 
19. 10.11 Two men went up into sin gl OR tg 95:06.363, 
18. ^» And the Publican feanding afar > 64.388. 
c 
22; 9. Where Daria we prepare pre 265.4666 -3 
17-18 Take this and divide it among your 437. ` 
felves, ec. 


21, Bur behold the hand of him that betray- ish 1832: 


eth me ts withme onthe T Able. 
- 


-F F The Table. 
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John. Page 
TOS Fer the Lews bave no dealings withthe 370. 
Samaritanes. | 
SN 2. 34 He came again into the Temple ec. 
| And the Scribes and Pharifees brought 86.87. 
unto him a woman taken in adultery. | 


HEEL Should be put out of the Synagogue. So 6o. to 68, 
John 12. 42. & 16. 2. | 


24. Give God the praife. TA 
lO. 23. And Fefus walked in the Temple in 93.362. 
Solomons porch. So Acts 3. 11.and 5.12. 
a S Beforethe Feast of the Paffeever. 461. 
pP 2 And Supper being ended. 441.442.463. 
26. He it is to whom I [ball give a fop. 469.470. 
27. That thou doft do quickly. 473474. 
1 30 He then having received the (op, went 441.t0 446, 
` 18. 28 immedi«tly out. 


And they themfelves went not inte the 109. 
judgement hall, left they [bould be defited s 
but that they might eat the Paffeever. 


21. It is not lawful for us to put any manto 31.34. 
death. 
36. CMy Kingdom is not of thisWorld. — 242. 
Bow 23. Whofe foever fins ye remit cc. Ars, 
Acts. 
E a. It is not reafon that we fhonld leave the 310. 311. 
Word of Ged and ferve Tables. 
EO, 20% It is an unlawful thing for aman that is 109.371.tO 
I Aw to keep company or come unto one of. 374. 
another Nation. 
RS. 6.22. 


. Andthe Apoftles and Elders came to- 501.305. 
23.29. gether dec. Then plea[ed it the Apoftles 
and 


RB The Table. 


Ch, Verí. and Elders with the whole Church, to fend Page. 
chofen men cyc. For it feemtdgeodtothe >: 
holy Ghoft and to us , to lay upon gou..no 
grater burthen then thefe nece[fary things. ` 

The Decrees ibat were ordained of the — 


16. 4. Apoftles and Elders. 305. 
18. And many that beleeved came And con- 7 
E ftf ed, and Jhewed their deeds. 70. 


9 Tt fhal be determined in a lawful affembly, 402. 
JE Over the whith the holy Ghoft hath made > 97,298,299. 

20. 28, yos ever (eer s. ETT r A 

21, 28, And farther, brought Greeks alfa inte 361. 370. 

tbe Temple e» hath polluted this holy place. ; 
22. 5. And all the eflate of the Elders. Ag, - 
E And when I would have known the. om, 
| 23. 28,29 caufembherefore they accufed him, I brouzht 
him forth inte their Conncei cre. | 


| {See J appeale unto Cefar, ` 33.253, 256. 
! , Romans, 
: - M feal of the righteou{nelfe of the faith. 499. 568. 
: - g Hethatruleth. . Deaf 283, 284, 
R I Corinthians. nr : 
| - Stewards of the sof God. $ 9n. 
| ` Tiez. á clita f 4 : Ew) 399: 
Inthe name of our Lora efus Chrif, 250.296.297 
5e 45. whey ye are gathered together Oe. todeli- 2 3 te : 5 € 3. 
e Ver fuch a one to Sathan. oe A 435,436. 
6. A little leaven leaveneth tbe whole lump. 1 Tor 17, 
9, Therefore let us keep the Fea. 7 "424. am! © 
II. With fucha Ont, MO MOfiOCAT. ——— | 424, tO 432. 
12. For what have Ito do to judge them al- and 434. 
fothat are without ? AV 


a Fiia Therefore 


„were feme of them che. 


ls ards hima ner A1 


Ch, Verf, 
E. 15. 
AO, k. to 
10. 
ou. 
Hy: Jat. 
*» Ql 
27: 
28. 
29 
12. 28. — 
I5, 392. 
15,24,25. 
P 28, 
22 6, 
8. 
6. 14,15, 
16,17 
lios 6. 


felf. 1483. 


jeet tothe Prophets, 


The Table. 


Therefore put amo m among your paged A3 
feives that wicked perfom - =S - 7$7. 324, 325, 
I would not that yefbould be ignorant 433. 
how that all our Fathers were under the 
Cloud Cyc. and did all eat the fame fpiritus | 
al meat, cy. Neither bege Idolaters , 4 irs to 130. 


If asy of them that init not bid y 277. 
toa Feaft ce: 
The head of every man is Chrift. 204. 
For in eating every one taketh bcfore 443. 
other, bis owne Supper. 
Whelvever hail eat this bread, and drink- 511, 512. 
this cup of the Lord unworthily. Sov. 29. 9 
But let aman examine biwm[elf Gc. — 494-485. A 4 
Eateth and drinketh damnation to, him- pO 505-520 


And Goad hath fet fene i in the Chisrch, j18. 528 
Orc. Government s, 284 4 
And the [pirits of the Prophess are ab. acm 


Then commeth the end when he [hall ym 127, 
delivered up tbe Kingdom to God crc. 
Unto him who put all things. under nh , 969. 
2 Corinthians. T 
This panifbment which was in fuđed "* 
man 
7i hat ye weld oem year loue If?- 590.2 91. 


"Beye not sinegually yoked ^ Jt ? P , 
Wherefore come out from among them 108. 
Cre. 
And having in veadinefetsrevengeak 288,to 290. 
aifobedience. | s Gala 


Ch. Verf, | 


E 12. 14- 
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23.85. 
23. 
4. IL'V 4 
ie. 9.10. 
I. I$.16, 
17. 18. 
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20. 
t 2, 
OY, Kv: 
17. 
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Galatians. 
For before that certain came from 
Fames, he did cat with the Gentiles : but 
when they were come, he withdrew, cc. 
I would they were even cut off : which 
trenble yon. zt 
Ephefi M 

Far above all principality and power crc. 
and gave ne fe be the head over ios things 
Oe. 


Prophets ore. 


Philippians, : sti! 
And given him a Name which is sb 
every name. Thar at the name of Jefus Ge. 


Colcflians. 
Who is the image of theinvifivle God m 


Ard be is the head dof the body i thee bu ch. t 


I ‘Thefiklonians. T 
Them which areover you in the as 


a, Theflalonian S. ` : 
ANote tbar man, and have no Company 
with bi m, that he may be afhamed. 


1 Timothy. 
Whom I have delivered to Sathan, that 
they may learn not to blafpheme. — `; 
For Kings and all that are in authority, 
that we may lead a quiet and peaceable life 
v In al! Godlineffe and Honefty. . 
“The Elders that rule well, 
I $. 


And be gave fime: A pols, x dh fime 


Page, 
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Ag to 288. 
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224, to 229,. 
hee 


203,204. 


201. 


369.279.271. 


281,282,283, 


3 89. 


188, 


268.269. 
Again 
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” phe Table. 


Ch. Verf Againft an Elder receive not an acca- _ Page 
19. — fation but before two or three witnelfes,. 275. 
6. iy The King of kings and Lord of lords... 2115213. 


93r s ee Titus. 
2. Lao: A man that is an heretick after the firft 276.277. 
| and fecond admonition reject. — 
e-cut ace O7) 09 Bebredes 
1. 2 —— Whonshe hath appointed heir of all things. 202). 
2. 8 He left nothing that is not put under him. > 
But now we fee not yet due IM Seay) i 203, 227. .. 
10. 26. For if we fin wilfully ec. thire remain- 56. 


eth no more facrifice far fins. 
s , Obey them that have the rale over you, . 
13. T e: 4nd (ubinit your felves: wv? » ) 2709. t0 275 6 
i Peter. .- 
Feed the f of God which is among | 
5 7 you, taking the overfight thereof. > 298. 299... 


The third Epiftle of John. 


And cafteth them out of the-Church. ~~ 
Je; , 7. 68. 
Revelation. 
Becau[e thou haft there them-that bold 
_., the doctrine of Balaam. 280, 
2.. E4206; - 


d ypograpbical 


a—  —Q mmo 


Typographical Faults to be thus amended. 


T Age 8. line 29. read Accademia. pag. 13. 1. ule. mit, read mor. Pag. 25.1. 39. read en- 
D ter. Pag. 44.1. 29. read kut tbe common fentence of the Hebrew Doéfors. Pag. 46. marg. 
l. 13. faread fe, Ibid. |. 15. quoread qui. Pag. 48. marg. l. 8. read vorare. Pag. 51. l. 29. 
M39 read NI.. Pag. $7.1. 19. read afoul. Pag. 58.1. 29. read forts. Pag. 62.1. 1- 
read Ludovicws. Pag. 115.1. 16. tead or am. Pag. 119.1. 19. read VY, pag. 120. 
] 1& "M. pag. 121.1. 33. read Col. 2. 22, Pag. 134« marg. l. r1 read gem, 

Pag. 169. l. 22. ire read efle. Pag. 173. marg. l. 30. quia read qua. Fag. 125.1. 17- 
penere read imponere. Pag. 205.1. 4. read Jyragus. Pag: 210.1. 36. read 8. - Pag. 211.1. 
36. read 7efiv. Pag. 216.1. 27. no read nor. Pag. 228. l. 4- read things. Pag. 252.1. 29. 
read per intellectum. Pag. 274.1. 16, 17. read Thecphylacts. Pag. 276.1. 18. read maggi” 
Tău. Dig. 279 l. 3. read movers. Pag. 281.1. 29. read. Theophylaĉ. Ibid. 1. 37. read 
uued. Pag. 282. 1. 8. read 1103. Pag. 288. l. 17. read plerique. Pag. 2 11. l. x. read 
muft be. Pag. 336. |. ult. read f ener. Pag. 341.1. 25. read Anathematifinus. Dag. 343: 
]. 13. read weight. Pag. 352. l. 16, 17. read conceffion. Ybid. 1. 23. read writings, Pag, 
379. |. 4. read Maimon, Pag. 387.1. 33. read with that which was. Ibid. 1. 34. 35. dele 
that which. Pag. 391. l. $. read Quaff. 95, Pag. 392. marg. |. 16. read refrpifcit. Pag. 
393. l. 26. read Eraftians. Ibid. 1. 37. read fit. Pag, 401. l. 4. read ye bind. Pag. 402. 
l. 33 read Their. Pag. 408.1. 11. read P Ibid. l. 22. dy read or. Ibid. 1. 36.10% 
Pag. 409.1. 30. read aljiciamr. Pag. 421.1. 19. read wrth fach a power. Pag. A * 
diu, if the Apoflle bad not written to diffwade them and take donne Pag. jr A i i 
noteth. Pag. 497. l. 2. read canfalitas. lbid. 1. 7. read eaufalitas. Pag. 24.1. 16. read 
refrefhing. Pag. $68.1. x6. read of tbofe shat are. : - 
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The feft Booke. 


Of the Jewifh Church-government. 


! CHAP. I. | 
That if the Eraftians conld prove what they alledge con- 
cerning the Iewifh Church Government, yet in that 


_ particular the Fewifh Church could not be a prefident 
to the Chriftzan. 


oa JS Pferving that very much of Eraftus his ftrength, 
M TA NG and ra of his Sied Taie T 
O50) ay in the old Teftament,and Jewifh Church,which 
3) Je (as they averre ) knew no fuch diftin&ion, as 

EZ ER. Civill Government, and Church Government; ,, 

t. 7 Civill Juftice, and Church Difcipline; I have ,, 
thought good, firk of all,to remove that great ftumblin sae: 
B that 


E 


Book x. 
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that our way may afterward lie fair and plain before us. I doe 
heartily acknowledge, that what we finde to have been an 
Ordinance,or an approved practice in the Jewihh Churchjoughe 
to bea rule and patterne to us,fuch things onely excepted whieh 
were typicall, or temporsll, that is, for which there were 
fpeciall reafons proper to thatlinfancy ofthe Church, and not 
common tous, Now,if our oppolites could prove that the 
Jewith Church was nothing but the Jewifh State, and that the 
Jewifh Church-government, was nothing but the Jewi!h State- 
government,and that the Jewes had never any fupreame Sanhe- 
drin but one onely,and that civil,and fuch as had the temporall 
coercive power of Magiftracy (which they will never be able to 
prove ) yet there are divers confiderable reafons, for which that 
could beno prefident to us. ` 

F irfl  Cafaubon exerc. 13. anno 31. num. 10. proves out of 
Maimonides, that the Sanhedrin was to be made up ( if pof 
fible) wholly of Priefis and Levites ; and that if fo many Priefts 
and Levites could not be found, as were fit to be of the Sanhe- 
drin, in that cafe fome were affamed out of other Tribes. 
Howbeit I hold not this to be agreeable to the firft inftitution 
of the Sanhedrin. Butthusmuch is certaine, thatPrieftsand 
Levites were members of the Jewifh Sanhedrin, and had an 
authoritative-decifive fuffrage in making decrees, and infli- 
&ing punifhments,as well as other members of the Sanhedrin. 
Philo the Jew de vita Mofis pag. 530. faith that he who was 
found gathering fticks upon the Sabbath, was brought 2d prize 
cipem é facerdotum confiftorium, &m v9» &oyvra à cuntdedov py 
lp. that is, to?be Prince or chiefe Ruler ( mzaning Mofes ) toge- 
ther with. whom the Priefts did fit and. judge in the Sanhedrin. 
Febofaphat did fet of the Levites, of the Priefts, and of the chiefe 
of the Fathers of Ifrael, for the judgement of the Lord, &c. 
2 Chre. 19.8. : i 

Secondly, the people of Ifrael had Gods own Judiciall Law 
JJ given by Afofes, fortheir civill Law : and the Prieftsand Levises 
't in ftead of civill Lawyers. ~i 
Thirdly, the Sanhedrin did. punifh no man, unleffe admoni- 


» tion had. been firk given to him for hisamendment. Maimon. 


de fundam. legis cap. 5. fil. 6. (yea faith. Gul, Vorftius unl the 
^ place, 


TES a 


Chap.1. Ordinance of Church-goveruwtent vindicated, 


place,though a man had killed his parents, the Sanhedrin did 
nct punifh him unleffe he were firt admonifhed ) and when 
witnefles were examined, feven queftions were propounded to 
them, oneof which was, whether they had admonifhed the 
offender,as the Talmud it felf tels us ad tir.Sanhedrin cap. 5.fet. v. 
Fourthly, the Sanhedrin refpondebat de Fure, did interpret the 

Law of God, and determine controverfies, concerning the fence 
and intent thereof. Deur.17.8,9, 10,11. and it was on this man- 
ner as the Ferufalem Talmud in Sanhedr in cap. I Q. fed soe Te 
cords. Theré were there (in Ferufalem) three affemblies of Judges : 
one fitting at the entry tothe mountaine of the Santfusry : another 
fitting at the doore of the Court : the third fitting in the Conclave 
made of cut ftne. Firft , addrefle was made to that which fate at the 
afcent of tbe mountaine of tbe Santtuary : then the Elder (whe 
came to reprefent the caufe which was too hard for the Courts 
of the Cities ) faid on this manner. I bave dravine this fence'fram 
the boly Scripture y my fellows have drawn that fence. I have taught 
thus, my fellows fo and fo. If they bad learned what is to be determi- 
ned in that canfe, they did communicate it untothem. If not,they 
sent forward together to the Judges fitting at the dore of the Court : 
bywhom they were inftrntted , if they’ (after the laying Firth of ‘the 
difficulty )knew what refolution to give.’ Orherwife all of theni jointly 
bad recourfe tothe great Sanbedrin. For from it doth the Law go forth 
unto al Ifrael. It is added in Exe. Gemar. Sanbed. cap.16. fetf.x; 
that the Sanhedrin did fit in that roome of:cut ftone ( which 
was in the Temple) from the morning to the evening daily fa- 
crifice. -The Sanhedrin did judge cafes of Idolatry ,‘apoftafie, j} - 
falfe Prophets,&c. Talm. Hierof: in Saxbed. cap.1. e.s. i 

Now all this being unqueftionably true of the Jewifh San- 
hedrin': if we fhould füppofe;that they had nofupremeSanhe- 
drin but that which had the power of civill Magittracy, ‘then 
aske where is that Chriftian State,which was, oris; or ought'to 
be moulded according to this patterne.Mutt Minifters have vote 
in Parliament ? Mutt they be civill Lawyers muft all criminal? 
and'cápitall Judgements be according to the Judiciall Law of 
Mifc sjaBdinone otherwite? Mutt there beno civill punifhment, 
without previous admonition of the offender Muk Parliaments 
fitjas it Were! in the Temple of God, and interpret Scripture, 
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which fence is trueand which falfe,and determine controverfies 
of faith and cafes of confcience,and judge of all falfe doGrines? 
yet all this muftbe, if there be a paralell made with the Jewith 
Sanhedrin. I know’ fome divines hold, that che Judiciall Law 
of Mofes, fo far as concerneth the punifhments of fins againft 
the morall Law, Idolatry, blafphemy, Sabbath-breaking, adul- 
tery, theft, &c. ought to bearule to the Chrifiian Magiftrate, 
and for my part, | with more refpect were had to it,and t hat it 
were more confulted with. This by the way. I am here only 
thewing, what mutt.follow, if the Jewifh Government betaken 
fora prefident,without making a diftin&tion of Civil & Church 
government. Surely, the confequences will be fuch, as I am {ire 
our oppofites will never admit of, and {ome of which (namely ~ 
concerning the civill places or power of Minifters, and concer-. 
ning the Magiltrates authority to interpret Scripture ) ought 
not to be admitted. | l l 

Certainly, if it fhould be granted that the Jewes had but one 
Sanhedrin , yet there was fuch an intermixturetof Civill and 
Ecclefiafticall both perfons and proceedings, that there muft 
bea partition made of that power, which the JewifhSanhe- 
drin did etércife, which (taken whole and entire together)ean 
neither fute to our Civill. nor to our Ecclefiafticall Courts. 
Nay, while the Eraftians appeale to the Jewifh Sanhedrin (fup- 
pofe it now to be but one) they doe thereby ingage themfelves 
to grant unto Church officers a fhare at leaft (yea a' great fhare) 
in Ecclefiafticall.government : fer fo they had in the Supreme 
Sanhedrin ofthe Jewes. ~ ^ ^ ^ - "D: 

And further the Jewes had their Synagoga magna, which Gro- 
tius on Matth. 10.17. diftinguifheth from the Sanhedrin of 7 1. 
for both Prophets and others :of place and power among the 
people preter 53 cures pes, befides: the members of that Sanhe- 
drin were members of that extraordinary affembly,: which was 
called the great Synagogue, {uch as that Aflembly Ezra ro. which 
did decree forfeiture and feparation from the Congregation, to 
be the punifliment of fuch as would not gather themfelves unto 
Jerufalem: in which affembly were others beíidethofe.of the 
Sanhedrin.” Of the men of: the great Synagogue I read. in Tze- 
mach David pag. $6. edit. Hen. Vorf. that they did receive e 

"v. tra le 
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which they fancy to have been fo inftituted. The Hebrews 
themfelves controvert, whether all the men of the great Syna- 
gogue did live at one andthe fame time, or fuccellively 5 but 
that which is mott received among them, is, that thefe men did 
flourifh all at one time, as istoldus inthe paffage laft cited, 
where alfo thefe are named as men of the great Synagogue, 


traditions from the Prophets; and itis added Viri Synagoge 11 
magne ordinarunt nobis preces noftras. The men of the great Syna- ` 
gogue did appoint unto us our prayers , meaning their Liturgies, 


Haggai, Zechariah, Malachi, Zerubbabel, Mordechai, Ezra, Febs- ` 


fona, Seria, Rebaliab, Mifpkar, Rechum, Nehemias. Rambam ad- 
deth,Chzuaniah, Mifcbaeljand Azariah. | 

Finally, as Prophets, Priefts, and Scribes of theLaw of God 
had an intereft in the Syzagoga magna after the Captivity , fo 
we read of occafionall and extraordinary Ecclefiafticall Synods 
before the Captivity, as that aflembly of the Priefts and Le- 
vites under Hezehizb , 2 Chro.29. 4.15. and that erring Synod 
of the 400 Prophets, 1 Kings 22.6. Hered alfo gathered toge- 
ther the chiefe Prietts and Scribes, AZztth.2.4. conclude, that 
if ic fhould be granted there was no Eccleliafticall Sanhedrin 
among the Jewes, diftin& from the civill, yet as the neceffity 
ot a diftin& Ecclefiafticall Government among us, is greater 
then it wasamong them (in refpe& of the foure confiderations 
above mentioned) fo likewife the Priefts had a great deale more 
power and authority in the Jewifh Church , (not onely by oc- 
cafionall Synods, but by their intereft in Synagoga magna, and 
in the civill Sanhedrin it felfe)then the Eraftians are willing 
that Church officers fhould have in the Chriftian Church. 


: CHA». II. 
That the fewifh Church was formally diffind from the 


Fewifh State or Common-wealth. 
Uu hath been by fome ( with much confidence and fcorne of 


all who fay otherwife ) averred that Excommunication and `- 


Church-government diftin& from the Civill,hath no patterne 
, forit in the Jewith Church. I am fare (faith Mr Coleman in 
| his 
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his Brotherly examination re-examined , pag. 16.) the beft reformed 
Church that ever was went this way, I meane the Church of. Ifrael, 
which bad no diftinttion of Church government and Civill govern- 
ment. Halt thou appealed unto Cefar? unto Cefar fhalt thou 
goe. Have you appealed to the Jewifh Church?thither fhall you 
goe. Wherefore 1 fhall endeavour to make thefe five things 
appeare: 1. That the Jewifh Church was formally ditin& from 
the Jewiíh State. 2. That there was an Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin. 
and Government diftin® fromthe Civill. 3. That there was 
' an Ecclefiatticall Exeommunication, diftin& from Civill pu- 

nifhments. 4. That inthe Jewifh Church there was alfo a pub- 
like exomologefis or declaration of repentance, and thereupon 
areception or admiflion againe of the offender to fellowíhip 
with the Church in the holy things. 5. That there was a fuf 
penfion o fthe prophane from the Temple and Paffeover. 
Firft,the Jewifh Church was formally diftin& from the Jew- 
ifh State. I fay formally, becaufe ordinarily they were not di- 
ftin& materially, che fame perfons being members of both. But 
formally they were ditin&, (as now the Church and State are 
diftin& among us Chrittians..) 1.In refpect of diftin& lawes; 
the Ceremoniall Law was given to them in reference to their 
Church ftate, the Judiciall Law was given to them in reference 
to their Civill State. If. Abrabanel de capite fidei cap.13. putteth 
this difference between the Lawes given to Adam and to the 
fonnes of Noah, and thedivine Law given by Mofes : thatthofe 
Laws were given for confervation of humane fociety and are in 
tbe clafis of Tudiciall or civili Laws. But the divine Law givenby 
Mofes, doth dire& the foule to its laft perfection and end. I doe 
not approve the difference which he puts between thefe Lawes. 
This onely I note, that he diftinguifheth Judicial or Civill 
Laws for confervation of fociety, (eb Oeh given by God) from 
thofe Laws which are given to perfe& the foule , and to direct. 
it to its laft end , fach as he conceives the whole morall and 
ceremoniall Law of Mofès to be.Halichoth Olam trati.5 .cap.2..tels 
us that fuch and füch Rabbies were followed in the ceremoniall 
Lawes: other Rabbies followed in the Judiciall Lawes. | 2.In 
refpect of diftin& acts : they did not worfhip God' and: offer 


Sacrifices in the Temple, nor call upon the name of Lord;nor- 
give 
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givethanks, nor receive the Sacraments as that State, but as 

that Church. They did not punifh evil! doers by mul&s, im- 

prifonment, banifhment, burning, toning, hanging, as that 

Church, butas that State. 3. In refpe&t of controverfizs ; fome 

caules -and controveriies did concerne the Lords matters, fome 

the Kings matters, 2 Chro. 19. 11. To judge between blood 

and blood wasonething. To judge between Law and Com- 

mandement , between Statutes and judgements; that is,to give 

the true fence of che Law of God when it was controverted, 

was another thing. 4. In refpe& of Officers: the Priests and 1 
Levites were Church-officers. Magiftrates and Judges not fo, 

but were Minifters of the State. The Priefts might not cake the 

Sword out of the hand of the Magi(trates. The Magiltrates 

might not offer Sacrifice nor exercife the Prieits office. 5. In 

refpe& of continuance, when the Romans tooke away the 

Jewith State and civill Government, yet the Jewifh Church 

did remaine, andthe Romans did permit them the liberty of 

their religion. And.now though the Jewes have no Jewifh 
"State, yet they have Jewifh Churches. Whence itis, that when 

they tell where one did or doth live , they doe not mention the 

Town, but the Church: Iz the boly Church at Venice, at Frank- 

ford, ce. See Buxtorf. lex. Rabin. pág. 1983. 6. In refpect of 

variation. The conftitution and Government of the Jewith 

State was not the fame , but different, under Mofes and Fofbuna, 

under the Fudges, under the Kings, and after the Captivity. 2D? Jure nuu. 
Bat we cannot fay, that the Church was new modelld as ofc 3 Geum 
as the State was. 7. In refpect of members. For as 3 M.Selden Pie A 
hath very well obferved concerning that fort of Profelytes,who /ftitie utcunque 
had the name of Profelyti Fuftitie; they were initiated into the "vato patrig 
Jewith religion by Circumcifion, Baptifme, and Sacrifice: and 426 Judei 
they were allowed not. onely to worfhip God apart by theme 757/12, à 
felves , but alío to come into the Church and Congregation of dai finplie 
Ifrael, and to be called by the name of Jewes: nevertheleffe they citer cevfendus 
‘were refrained and fecluded from Dignities, Magiftracies and ‘J¢t.quam pere- 
preferments in the Jewifh Republique, and from divers marri- £77» femper, 
ages, Which were free to the Ifraclites: Even as firangers ini- Me 


: à . plurima imer _ 
tiated and affociated into the Church of Rome, have not there- ci 


Ah JË; See che ^ 
fore the priviledge of Roman Citizens. Thus M. Selden , who dike (5. c.20. 
| " hate oe 
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hath thereby made it manifet, that therewas a diftin&ion of 
the JewifhChurch and Jewifh State, becaufe thofe Profelytes 


| Zuxtorf.lexic: b being i TAE Ti P 
e, c7 being imbodied into the Jewifh Church as Church members, 


Rabbin pag.428 and having a right to communicate in the holy Ordinances a- 
Profelyti jutie Yong the reft of the people of God, yet were not pr operly 
tie {unt qui non members ofthe Jewifh Statejnor admitted to Civill priviledges: 
: ton, oes Whence itis alfo that the names of Jewes and Protelytes were 
, i M^ 

religionis caufa, ufed diftin&ly, Afs 2.10. 

© glorie Dei fludio, religionem Tudaicam ample&tuntur,to* totam legem Mafis diclo modo recipiunt, 
Hi "atis Jadet habentur equales ; underftand in an Ecclefiafticall, not in a Civill capacity In 
x hich fencealfo Matthias Martinius in lexic. philol. pags 2912» faith that thefe Profelyces, cum ad 
Jacrum Fudatcorum communionem admittebantur (e c.ver? Iudei cenfebantursand thar to be made 
a Profelyte,and to be madea Jcw re ufed promi(cuoufly in the Rabbinicall writings. So alfo 
Drufius trat; lA, ino. 12. 20. : : 


3 CHaAr. III. : 


That the Fewes had an E cclefiafticall Sanhedrin and Gc- 
vernment diftinE frovi the Civill. 


Come to the fecond point , that there was an Ecclefiafticall] 
I government, and an Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin among the 
Jews. Thisdiftin&ion of the two Sanhedrins, the Civill and 
the Ecclefiafticall, is maintained by Zepperz de polit. ecclef.1.3. 
cap.7. Junius in Deut.17. Pifcator ibid. Wolpbius in 2. Reg. 23. 
Gerbard Harin. de paff. cap. 8. Godwin Mofes and Aaron lib.s. 
cap. 1. Bucerus de gubern. eccl. pag. 61562. Waleus Tom.2. pagg. 
Pelargus in Deus. 17 .Sopingius ad bonam fidem Sibrandi pag.261. 
et feg. TheDutch Annotations on Dewt.17. & 2 Cbron.19. Ber- 
tramm de polit. fud. cap.11. Apollonii jus Majeft. part. 1.p.37 4. 
Sirigellit dn 2.Paralip. cap. 9. The profeffours of Groning. (Vide 
Judicium facit. Theol. academie Groninganey apud Cabelj aa. def. 
poteft. Eccl. pag. $4.) I remember Raynolds in the Conference 
with Hart is of the fame opinion. Alfo M. Paget in his defence 
of Church government, pag. 41. Befides divers others. I fhall 
-onely adde the Teftimony of Conftamtinus L Empereur, a man 
fingularly well acquainted with the Tewiíh antiquities, ow 
: at 
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hath expreffed himfelfe concerning this point both in his An- ¢ ceri fa. 
notations upon Bertram pag. 389. and Annot. in Cod. Middotb. premus Senatus 
pag. 187,188. The latter of thefetwo paífages you have here cju: zn boc con- 


in the c Margin,exprefling not only his opinion,but the ground ^ ^ a 


of it. tury pro rerum 
Ecclefisticarum e& politicarum diverftate: quoniam Deut 17.12, mbi de fupremis Senaroribus agt- 
tur manifese Sacerdos d Judice diflinguitur zad (acerdotemaut ad Judicem.i-e.Sacerdotes au Judices, 
ut com. 9. indicio efl, ubi pro Sacerdote ponuntur Sacerdotes, eAdde Icbofbapbatum, cum Iudicia Hit- 
refolymis reflauraret , duos ordines couflitui[Je , Sacerdotes e Cupita familiaruras ad judicium Det 
€? ad liem: fimiliter duos pra files com v1, unum ad omnem caudam Dei : alterum fcilicet ducem 
Fudeorum ad omne negotium Regis. Quibus fuccinunt verba Jerem. 19. 16 quibus Seniores populi d 
Senioribus Sacerdotum diSlingurtur» Quocirca in N. T. fublato (ut videtur) per Herodem, uno [ynedrio, 
fe. politico; alterum Apoflolorum feculo fuper fuit , in quo politici etiam manebant reliquie: nam ab 
Ecclefiasticis Seniores populi diflinguntur , Math 26.3.59 & 27 verf.t.. Ni magis placeat qued 
db aliis oblervatum fuit, Herodem, fublatis 70. Senioribus? farsilis Davidica, alios inferiores [ubfi- 
tuffe : quod judiciorum quibufdam exemplis firmari videtur. Adeo vt. illis temporibus duplex queque 
Syuedrium fuerit quamvis utriufque Senatores fubinde convenirent: quo forte referendum Tò cunédecov 
Soy, quod Matth.26.59. Marc 14.55. & 15-1. Acts 22.30. occurrit. (Quinetiam cap Y. cod. 
Tome, eadem diffintlio bis verbis confirmatur (ubi de pr-egaratione Sacerdotis magni ad diem expiatio- 
nis agitur) tradunt eum Seniores domus Indiciz,Senioribus Sacerdotii. 


And it is no gbícure footítep of the Ecclefiafticall Sanhe- 1 
drin, 4 which is cited out of Elias, by D. Buxtorf in his Lexicon d Propter meri- 
Cbald. Talmnd. & Rabbi tum affcfferum 

ald. Laimnd. Naobin. p.15 14. Sedir, b 
cupati [unt in lege, e illuminant Iudicium. Et defcendit in Babyloniara ad concilium Sapientum. ld tn 
fuit Synedrium Tudicum (7 Magistratus fummi, fed collezium dotforum. 


- Thefirtt infitution of an Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin appeareth 

to me to be held forth Exod.24. 1. where God faith to Mofes, 

Come np unto the Lord, tbou and Aaron, Nadab and Abibu , and fe- 

venty of the Elders of Ifrael. It isa controverfie among Interpre- 

ters who thole feventy Elders were. £ Loftatus maketh it cleare, f ^ Exed-24- 
that they were not the feventy Elders chofen for the govern- wall 3. 
ment of the Common-wealth, Num.11. Nor yet. the Judges 

chofen by the advice of Ferbro, Exod. 18. Nor yet any ' 

Judges which had before time Judged the people. ^Fhete three 
negatives Willet upon the place holdeth with oft atur. Not the: 
firt: for this was done at Mount Sinai, fhortly after their + 
comming out of Ecypt. But on the twenty day of the fecond 
moneth , in the fecond yeere, they tooke their journey from 
Sinai to the Wilderneffe of Paran , Nusit.10. 11,12. and there 
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pitched at Hibroth-battaavath Num. 33.16. where the feventy 

Elders were chofen to relieve A@ofes of the burthen of Govern- 

ment. So that this elc&tion of feventy Exed. 24. was before that 

election of feventy Num 11. Not thefecond : for this ele&ion 

of feventy Exod. 24. was before that election of Judges by Fe- 

thros advice Exod.18. Fethrohimfelfe not having come to Aofes 

till the end of the firit yeere, or the beginning of the fecond 

yeere after the comming out of Egypt, and not before the gi- 

ving of the Law: which Toftatus proves by this argunent, The 

Law was given the third day, after they came to Sinai; but it 

was impoffible that s fhould in the fpace of three daies, 

heare that Mofes and the people of Ifrael were in the wilder- 

neffe of Sinai, and come there unto them, that Mofes fhould 

goe forth and mect him, and receive him, and entertaine him ; 

that Zeibrofhould obferve the manner of Mofes his government, 

in litigious judgement from morning till evening, and give 

counfell to re&itie it; that Mofes fhould take courfe to helpe 

it; how could all chis bedone in thofe three daies, which were 

alfo appointed for fan&tifying the people agginft the receiving 

g fx Exod,18. ofthe Law? Therefore ¢ he concludeth that the ftory of Tetbro 
Qireft.2. Exod.18. is ananticipation. Laftly, he faith, the feventy Elders 
mentioned Exod. 24. could not be Judges who did judge the 

eople before Fethro came, becaufe Tetbro did obferve the whole 

oma of government did lie upon Mofès alone,and there were 

no other Judges. | 

pa; — NOW It isto be obferved , that the feventy Elders chofen 
etm and called Exod. 24. were alfo invefted with h authority in 
relie ad popu- judging controverfies , wherein Aaron or Hur were to prefide 
[um , ut illam verf.14. They are joyned with Aaron, Nadad, and Abibu, and 
regaris , © in are called up asa Reprefentative of the whole Church , when 
officio "mmu Qod was making a Covenant with his people. Tis after the Ju- 
E. dn. om dicialllawes, Ezod.21.& 22. & 23. andthat 24 Chapter is a 
faith that M- tranfition to the ceremoniall lawes concerning the worfhip of 
fes would not God, and ftru&ure of the Tabernacle, which are to follow. 
lave the Neither had the feventy Elders ( of which now I fpeake ) any 
Church withe Mare of the Supreme civill Government , to judge hard Civili 
ien Tun a caufes, and to receive appeals concerning thofe things from 
= ae populas the inferiour Judges; for all this did {ll lie upon Mofes 
anarchy. i alone, 
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alone , Nwm.11.14. Furthermore they faw the glory of the 
Lord, and were admitted to a facred banquet , and to eat of the 
Sacrifices in his prefence Exod. 2 4.5, 10,11. and were thereby 
confirmed in their calling. All which laid together may feem to 
amount to no leffe then a folemne interefting and inveíting of 
. them into an Ecclefiafticall authority. 

The next proofe for the Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin fhall be 
taken from Deut.17.8,9,10,11,12. where obferve 1. Tis agreed 
upon both by Jewifh and Chriftian Expofitors, that this place 
holds forth a fupreme civill jCourt of Judges, and the autho- 
rity of the civill Sanhedrin is mainly grounded on this very 
Text. Now if this Text hold fortha fuperior civill Jurifdi- 
&ion (as is univerfally acknowledged ) it holds forth alfo a 
fuperior Ecclefiafticall Jurifdiction diitin® from the Civill. 
For the Text carrieth the authority and fentence of the Priefts 
ashigh, astheauthority and fentence of the Judges, and that 
ina disjunctive way, as two powers, ( notone ) and each of 
them binding , refpectively, and in its proper fphere. 2. The 
Hebrew Doctors tell us of three kinds of caufes, which being 
found difficult were tranfmitted from the inferiour Courts to 
thofe at Ierufalem. 1. capitall caufes. 2. mul&ts. 3. leprofie, 
and the judgement of clean or unclean. Now this third belon- 
ged to the cognizance and judgement of the Priefts. Yea the 
Text it felf holdeth forth two forts of caufes, and controverfies, 
fome forenficall between blood and blood : fome ceremoniall 
between flroke aud ftroke; not onely Hierome , but the Chaldee, 
and Greek, readeth, between leprofze and leprofte. Grotius noteth, 
the Hebrew word is ufed for leprofie , many times in one chap- 
ter, Lev.13. Plea and plea feemeth common to both, there be- 
ing difference of judgement concerning the one and the other. 
3. Here are two ludicatories diftinguifhed by the disjunctive 
Or V.12. which we have both in the Hebrew, Chaldee, Greek, 
and in our Englifh Tranílation ; fo that verf.9. and is put for 
or, aS Grotius noteth, expounding that verfe by verf. 12.. And as 
the Priefts and Levites are put in the plurall V. 9. the like muft 
beunderftood of the Ij4ge;whereby we muft underftand Indges, 
and fo the Chaldee readeth V. 9. even as (faith Aizfnorth) many 
Captains are in the Hebrew called az head, 1 Chron. 4, 42. "c 
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ee — 
fo you have there, references of diffcule cafes from inferior 

Courts, tothe Priefis or tothe Judges at Ierufzlem. 4. There 

js alfo fome intimation of a twofold fentence; one concerning 

the meaning of tbe Law , according to the fentence of the Law, which 

they [ball teach thee, V.11. and this belonged to the Priefis, Al, 

2.7. for the Priefls (its not faid the Indges ) lips fhould preferve 

‘knowledge, and they fbould feek the Law at bis mouth. Another 
concerning matter of fait, and according ta the judgement which 

they fhal! tell thee, thou fhalt do. Grotius upon the place acknow- 

Iedgeth a ‘udgement of the Priefis dittin& from that of the 

Judges: and he add:th a fimile from the Roman Synod confift- 

ing of feventy Bifhops which was confulted in weighty con- 

troveríies. But heis of opinion that the Prieíts and Levites did 

onely endeavour to fatishe and reconcile the diíIenting parties, 

which if they did, well, if not, that then they referred the rea- 

fons of both parties to the Sanhedrin, who gave forth their 

decree upon the whole matter. The firit part of that which he 

faith, helpeth me. But this laft hath no ground in the Text, 

but is manifefily inconfiftent therewith, V. 12. The man that 

wil doe prefemptum fly, and will not hearken unto the Prieft , or unto 

iEvafivs Con- the Indge, even that man {ball die. Which proves, ! that the 
firm. thef. e judgement of both was fupreme iz fwo genere , that is, if it was 
Es id 2 a controverfie ceremonial! , between leprof:e and leprofie, or 
fii-ndum efe between clean and unclean, Lev. 10. 9510,11. Ezech. 22.26. or 
illum. qui vel dogmaticall and do&rinall, concerning the fence of the Law, 
Sacerdotis fen- and an{wering de Iure , when the fence of the Law was contro- 
iba verted by the Judges of the Cities, then he that would not 
wolle. Nonereo and to thefentence of the Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin , whereof 
liberum faci ab the high Prieft was prefident, was-to die the death. But if the 
illoadbuncpre- carfe was criminall, as between. blood and blood, wherein 
m*^ the nature or proofe of thefact, could not be agreed upon, by 
the Judges of the Cities, then he-that would not fubniit to 

the decree of the civill Sanhedrin at Zirzfzlem fhould die the 

death. And thus the Englifh Divines in their late annotations, 

give the fence according to the dis'unction, V. 12. While the 

Prieft bringeth warrantfrom God: for the fentenee which be paffeth in 

the canfe of man,Exech.4.4.23,52'4. be that contumacioufly difobeyeth 

bim difobeyeth God, Luke 10. 16. Matth: 10. 14. The caufe is alike 
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if the juft Rntence of a competent Tudge be contemned in fecitlar eff aires. 

In the third place, we read that: Dvid did thus divide the 
Levites (at that time eight. and. thirty thoufand ) foure and 
twenty thoufand of them were to fet forward the work of the 
houfe of the Lord, foure thoufand were porters, and foure 
thoufand praifed the Lord with inftruments , and tix thoufand 
of them were made fome fcboterim Officers , and fome fchophtim 
Judges, 1 Chro.23.4. Some underitand by Schoterim Rulers, or 
thofe who were over the charge. To {peak properly (cbophtim 
were thole that gave fentences fchoterim thofe that lookt to the 
execution of the fentence,and to the keeping of the law,like the 
youogvaanes among the Crzcians : (for rous3viia was one thing, 
yomopvatwia another.) So 1 Chro.26.29.Chenaniah and bis fannes ~ 
were for the outward bufineffe over Ifrael, for Officers Cor Rulers 
or over the charge) and Indger : that iss they were not tied to at- 
tendance and fervice in the Temple, as the Porters and fingers, 
and thofe that did fervice about the Sacrifices, Lights, Wafhings, 
and fuch like things in the Temple: but they k were to judge 
and give fentence concerning the law and the meaning thereof, k Mewockius in 
when any fuch controvertie fhould be brought before them 1. Paral.a3.4. 
from any of the Cities in the Land: They were not appointed. idem funt pre~ 
to be Oificers and Judges over the ret of the Levites to keepe EA Judi- 
them in order (for which courfe was taken in another way )but Nw "e 
to be Rulersand Judges over Ifrael, faith the Text, in the ont- tarum caufas 
ward bufineffe which came from without to lerefalem, in judg- qwe juxta legem 
ing of which peradventure they were to attend by courfe, or as i pd u- 
they fhould be called. If any fay that all thofe Levites who 7" tp. 
were Judges did not (it in judgement at Icrufalem, but fome of 8. yj; at 
them in feverall Cities of the Land, that there might be the conftituit Je- 
eafieracceffe to them; I can eafily grantit, and I verily believe hofaphat ín 
it was fo , and it maketh che more for.aChurch government in Jerufalem levi- 
particular Cities, which was fubordinate to the Ecclefiafticall " uec 
Sanh dein at Ierufalem. However the Levites had a ruling p sane PEG 
power, and Dent. 3 1.28. thofe who are fcboterim in the origi- cx Ira ly ju. 
nall, the Septuagints call yes puat COU yay els 5 Hierome, Doétore ifs dicium & caus 
becaufe their Teachers were Officers over the charge , and ^? domini 
had a fhare in Government. Now nomin can imagine that et Vl 
there were no other Officers over the charge not Judges : 

in 
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in Ifrzel, except the Levites onely; for it followeth in that 
fame Story ,t Chro.23.1.dnd David affembled all the Princes of I if 
rael,tbe Princes of the Tribes,and the Captains of the (i empanies that 
miniftred to theKing by courfe c theCaptains over the thoufinds,ec. 
Nor yet wil any man fay, that the Levites were Officers over the 
charge, and Judges of the fame kind, in the fame manner,or 
for the fameends, with the civill Rulers and Judges, or the 
military Commanders; or that there was no diítin&ion be- 
tween the ruling power of the Princes, and the ruling power 
of the Levites. Where then fhall the difference lie, if not in this, 
that there was an Ecclefiafticall Government, befides the Civil] 
and Military? I grant thofe Levites did rule and judge not one- 
ly in all the bufineffe of the Lord, but alfo in the fervice of the 
King, 1 (bro. 26. 30532. But the reafon was, becaufe the Jewes 
had no other civill Law, but Gods owne Law, which the 
Priefts and Levites were toexpound. So that it was proper for 
that time , and there is not the like reafon that the Minitlers of 
Jefus Chrift in the New Teftament fhould judge or rule in 
civill affairs: (nay it were contrary to the rule of Chrift and his 
„atad libros dz Apoftles for us to do fo )yet the Levites their judging and gover- 
Primatu p.303, ning in all the bufines of the Lord,is a pattern left for the entru- 
Que ad resfa- fting of Church officers in the New Teftament with a power of 
cra ac divinas Churchgovernment:there being no fuch reafon for it,as to make 
pertinebant, de je peculiar to the old Teftament,and not common to the New. 
z f ER : ^^ The fourth Scripture which proves ! an Ecclefiafticall govern- 
€ gn aig ment and Sanhedrin,is 2 (bro. 19. 8,1031 1. where Izbofbapbat 
civilibus @ re- reftoveth the fame Church government, which was firit infti- 
galibws,prefides tuted by the hand of Mofes , and afterward ordered and fetled 
a rege confituti, by David. Moreover (faith the Text) zz Ierufalem did Tebofbaphat 
a oa. of the Levites , and of the Priefts , and of the chiefe of the Fa- 
Chro. cap. 1 9, É 
Tirinus in z. thers of Ifrael, for tbe judgement of tbe Lord, and for controver- 
Chre,19.t8. fres,éc. It is not centroverted whether there was a civill San- 
Ubinora diffin- hedrin at Terufzlem , but that which is tobe proved from the 
Bionem fori feu place, isan Ecclefiafticall Court, which I prove thus. Where 
iar T there is a Court made up of Ecclefiafticall members, judging 
civilu, contra Spirituall and Ecclefiefticall caufes , for a Spirituall and Eccle- 
Anglo-(lui-  fiafticall end, moderated by an Ecclefiafticall prefident, having 
riftas 2 noftros power ultimately and authoritatively to determine caufcs and 
4Ariniuiqnos. con. 
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controverfies broüght before them by appeale or reference from 
inferiour Courts ; and whofe fentence is put in exccution by 
Ecclefiatticall officers 5 There it muft needs be granted that there 
was a fupream Ecclefiafiicall court,with power of Government. ~ 
But fuch a Court we finde at Jerufalem in Iebofbapbztr time. Ergo. 
The Propofition | fuppofe no man wil deny-Fora Court fo con- 
(iituted)ío qualified , and fo authorifed, is the very thing now 

in debate. And he that will grant usthe thing which is in the 
alfumption , fhall have leave to call it by another name if he 
pleafe. The affumption I prove by the parts. 1. Here are Le- 
vites and Priefis in this Court,as members thereof, with power 
of decifive fuifrage, and with them fuch of the chiefe of the 
Fathers of Ifrael, as werejoyned in the government of that 
Church ; Whence the Reverend. and learned Affembly of Di- 
vincs and many Proteftant Writers beforethem have drawn sy 
an argument for Ruling Elders. And this-is one of the Scrip» ^/ 
tures alledged by our Divines againít Bellzrmin, to prove 
that others befide thofe whoare commonly (but corruptly) 
called the Clergy ought to have a decifive voyce in Synods. 

2. Spirituall and Ecclefiafticall caufes.were here judged : 
which are called by the name of the judgement of the Lord, V. 8. 
and the matters of the Lord diftinguifhed from tbe Kings matters, 
V.11, fo V.10. befide controverfies between blood and blood,that 
is, concerning confanguinity and the interpreting of the Laws 
concerning forbidden degrees in marriage, ( it being obferved 
by interpreters that all the lawfull or unlawfull degrees are 
not particularly expreffed, but fome onely, and the reft were 
to be judged of by parity of reafon , and fo it might fall with- 
in the cognizanceof the Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin.) Though it 
may be alfo expounded otherwifesbetmeen blood and blood that is, 
Whether the murther was wilfull or cafuall, (which was matter 
of fact) thecognifance whereof belongedto the civill Judge; 
It is further added between Law and Commandement, Statutes and 
Judgements: noting feeming contradictions between one Law 
andanother, (fuch as Manaffeb Ben 1frael.hath fpoken of in 
his Conciliater) or when thefence and meaning of the Law is 
controverted, (which is not matter of fa&, but of right) where- 
in fpeciall ufe. was of the Prieks whofe lips fhould preferve 

know- 
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knowledge and the Law was to be fought at his mouth, Adz/.2.’ 
7. and that not onely miniiterially and do&rinally , but judi- 
cially and in the Sanhedrin at lerzfzlem , fuch controverfies 
concerning the Law of God were brought before them, as in 
2 Chro.19. the place now in hand. Yea fball even warn tbem zc. 
Which being fpoken to the Court, mutt be meant of a fyne- 
dricall Decíee, determining thofe queftions and controverfies 
concerning the Law, which fhould come before them. As for 
that diítin&ion in the Text of the Lords matters and the Kings 
matters, Eraftus page274. faith that by the Lords matters is 
meant any caufe expreffed in the Law, which was to be judged. 
Whereby he takes away the diitin&ion which the Text makes; 
for in his fence the Kings matters were the Lords matters. 
Which himfelfe (it feems) perceiving, he immediately yeeldeth 
our interpretation, that by the roc matters are meant things 
pertaining to the worfhip of God; and by the Kings matters, 
civil] things. Si per illas libet res ad cultum Dei ffeiantes, per 
bec res siviles accipere, non pugnabe. If yowpleafe (faith he) by 
thofe, te underftand things pertaining to tbe wor[bip of God, by thefe, 
civill things, I will not be againft it. K 
3. It was for a Spirituall and Eccletiafticall end, ye pall even 
warne them that they trefpaffe not againft the Lord. Tts not faid a- 
gainft one another , but againft the Lord, for two reafons. 1. Be- 
caufe mention had been made of the Commandements, Statutes, 
and Fudgements , after the generall word Law, V. 10. by which 
names Interpreters ufe to underftand (both in this and many 
other places of Scripture) theLawes morall, Ceremoniall and 
Judiciall. Now the cafe to be judged might be part of the Cere- 
moniall Law, having reference to God and his Ordinances ; 
and not part of the Judiciall law, or any, injury done by a 
man to his neighbour. And in refer: nceto the morall Law it 
might Lea trefpaífe againft the firit Table, not againft the fe- 
cond. 2. Even in the cafe of a perfonall or civill injury, or 
whatfoever the controverfie was that was brought before 
them, they were to warn the Judges in the Cities not to tref- 
palle againft the Lord by miftaking' or mif-underftanding the 
Law, or by righting mens wrongs fo-as to wrong Divine 
right. And for that end they were to determine the Fas, 
the 
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the intendment of the law, when it was controverted. 

4. Whatíoever caufe of their brethren that dwelt in the Ci- 
ties, fhould come unto them, V.ro. (whether it fhould come 
by appeale, or by reference and arbitration) this Court at Fe- 
rafalem was to give out an ultimate and authoritative determi- 
nation of it. So that what was brought from inferiour courts 
ro them,is brought no higher to any other Court. 

9. This Court had an Ecclefiaticall Prolocutor or modera- 
tor, V. 11. Amariah the chiefe Prieft i over yoni all matters of )) 
the Lord : Whereas Zebadiab the Ruler of the houfe of Juadah, 
was Speaker in the sivill Sanhedrin forall the Kings matters. 
A mariah and Zebadiab were not onely with the Sanhedrin, as 
members, orasCouncellors, but over them as Prefidents. Hz 
fummos Magiftratus ( Spr; ) ex amicorum numero prepofuit, 
Amafiam Sacerdotem, & ex Fude tribu Zebadiam, faith Fofephus 
antig.l.9.cap.1. Eraftus conteffeth pag. 273 .that both of them 
were Prefidents fet over the Sanhedrin. and pag. 275. Si Sacer- 
dotem in Dei nomine , Zebadiam autem Regis prefediffe affirmetur, 
non refragabor. Heconfeffeth alfo, that the one was more efpe- 
cially to take care of the Lords matters , the other of the Kings 
matters. Whatthen? Hefaith they were Prefidents both of 
them to the whole Sanhedrin, not the one to one number, and 
the other to another. Yet in this he yeeldeth alfo p.273. Quan- 
quam non peccet forte , qui Senatores bos per officia diftributes dicat, 

-nt alit magis bec, alii magn illa negotia trattarint. Whofoever 
denieth that that place proveth two diftin& Courts, he may be 
convinced from this one reaíon , and I fhall fay to him inthe — 
words of Bildad, Job 8.8.Exquire I pray thee of the former age,and 
prepare thy felfe tothe fearch of their fathers: and in the Prophets 
words, Ierem. 2.10. Paffe ever tbe Iles of Chittim , and fee, and 
fend unto Kedar and confider diligently: and fee if there be fuch & 
thing. Where was it everheard of, thata Prieft was Prefident 
of a Comt, and that in facred things and caufes ; that a civill 
Magiítrate was prefident of a Court, and that in civil] caufes: 
and yet not two Courts, but one Court ? If both Courts had 
materially coníifted of the fame members, of the fame Pricfis, 
and of the fame fathers of Ifrael , (which yet cannot be proved) 
this very diverlification of the Prefidents, and of the fubjetct 
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matter, (if there were no more ) will prove two Courts for- 


mally diftinét. Even as now among our felves the fame men 
may be members of two, or three, or foure, or more Courts, but 
the diftin&ion of Prefidents, and of the fubje& matter, maketh 
the Court diftin&. 

6. Here were alfo Ecclefiafticall Officers, verf 11. alfo the Lee — 
vites [hall be officers before you. As before 1 Chro. 25. c» 26. fome 
of the Levites were febophtim Judges to give fenténce, others 
febsterim , officers to fee that fentence put in execution, and to 
caufe thofe that were refra&ory to obey it, (fo doe the Hebrews 
diftinguifh thefe two words ) fo it was here alfo, fome of the 
Levites appointed to judge, V.8. fome to doe the part of Officers 
in point of execution of Ecclefiafticall cenfüres, for they could 
not, nor might not compell men by the civill Sword. The 
fame name is given to military Officers who profecute the 
n of authority, 7efb.1.10. And fo much of this 

ourth. 

The fifth place which I take to hold forth that diftin&ion of 
Courts and Jurifdi&ions is Ferem.26, where firk the Prophet 
is taken into the Court of the Priefts and Prophets, for which 
the Chaldee readeth Scribes , whofe office it was to be Do&ors 
of the law, and to refolve the difficult cafes , and in that capas - 
city they were members of Eccletiatticall councels, Marth. 2.4. 
To the fame fence faith Diodati, that the Prophets here {pos 
ken of, were fuch as were learned in the law, and had been 
bred in the Schooles and Colledges of the chiefe Prophets, azd 
in Teremiahs time were prefent at Ecclefiafticall judgements and 
affemblies, 2 Kings 23.2. as in Chrifts time the Scribes and Dottors 
ef the Law nfed tobe, who were fonzevebat like thefe Prophets. Me- 
^tocbiur and others expound it as the Chaldee doth. Jn this 
Court Eeremizh was examined and judged asa falfe Prophet, 
V.8.9. yet though they had judged him worthy to die, the 
Court of the Princes ácquitteth: him asa Prophet of the Lord, 
who had fpoken to them in the name of the Lord, V. 10,1 1,16. 
That Jerem zb; caufe wastwice judged in two diftin& Courts, 
and two different fentences upon it, hath been afferted by di- 
vers of the Eraftian party to prove appeales from Ecclefiaftical} 
toCivill courts : to which argument I have elfewhere fpoken. 
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Onely I take here what they. grant, chat there were two Courts, 
and two fentenc:s given, and fo it was. The fentence of. the 
Court of the Prieits , ( as themfelves explaine it, V. 11.) was 
this, This manis worthy to die, oras the Hebrew hath it, the 
judgement of death is for this man. The Chaldee thus, 2 finneaf 
the judgement of death is upon this man. For (fay they ) he hath 
propheiied fo and fo; and he that fpeaketh againtt this City, 
and againit this holy place is worthy to die. But the fentence 
ofthe Court of the Princes is V. 16. This min de not wortby to 
die, for be bath fpohen to us in the name of the Lord our God. They 
doe not fay te the Prieks, Who did putany jurifdi&ion or au- 
thority to judge, in your hands? butthey acquit him in point 
of fact, whom the Court of the Priefis had condemned in point 
of right, as if they had faid to the Priefls, if Feremiah were 
a falle Prophet, you had realon to call for juftice upon him 
even unto death : but your judgement hath ranne upon a falfe 
{uppofition in point ot fa&, which we doe not finde proved, 
but know to be falfe. Wherefore from this place, thefe two 
things may appeare: 1. That the Court of the Priefts had nct 
power of, capital] punifhments ; forif they had, certainly. Fe- 
remiab had been put to death., as Hierom noteth. 2. Yet they 
had a power to judge of a falfe Prophet, and judicially to pro- 
nounce: him to bea falfe Prophet , and fuch a one as ought to 
be puniíhed fo and fo , according tothe Law. That they had 
finch a power,appeareth, 1. from V.859. where they doe not 
take him to lead him to the Court.of the Princes , and there to 
accufe hims but they take him, {o as to give forth their owne 
fentence againii him , as againít a falfe Prophet, Thon fhalt farely 
die, fay they, why baft thon propbefied in the name of the Lord, ec. 
Why didit thou dare to pretend the name of God, as if God 
had fent thee to preach againit the Temple and holy City? 
2. feremiab doth not in all his differences alledge that the Prietis 
and Scribes had not power to judge of a falfe Prophet , or to 
give fentence againtt one in fuch a cafe. Noryet did the Princes 
obie& this,as hath been faid ; yet this had been asftrong an ex- 
ception as could. have been made:againft the Priefis, if they 
had affumeda power and authority of judgement, which was 
without their Sphere, and did pee at all belong unto = 
2 2 3 d 
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3. If you compare the fentence of the Pries with the fentence 
of the Princes, the former is 77 fio genere, no leffe judicial, 
authoritative, and peremptory, than the later: onely that was 
affirmative, this was negative. Finally, let us take for a con- 
cluiion of this Argument, that which Mr. Pryzze himfelfe in 
his fourth part of The Soveraigne power of Parliaments and.King- 
domes, pag. 144. tels us out of windicie contra Tyrannos , with 
an approbatory and encomiaftick clofe of hiscitation. Jeremy 
being fent by God to denounce the overthrow of the City Jerufalem, 


_ us for this firft condemned ( citing in the Margin Ferem. 26.) by 


the Priefts and Prophets, that is, bp the ccleftaticall Judge 
ment 02 Senate : after this by all the people, that is, by the ordi- 
nary Judges of the City, to wit , by the Captains of thoufands and 
hundreds: at laft by tbe Princes of Fudab: that issby 71 men fitting 
in the new porcbof the Temples bis caufe being made known , be is 
acquitted, | 
The fixth place which intimateth an Ecclefiafticall Sanhe- 
drin, is Jerem. 18.18. where the adverfaries of Jeremiah fay 
among themíelves , Come and let us devife devices againft Fere- 
miab, for the Law {ball not perifh from the Pricff , nor cownfell-fron 
the wife, nor the werd from the Prophet. Come, and let us finite bim 
with the tongue. The force of their argument, ( as not onely 
our Interpreters , but AZz/donat alfo and Santim, following 
Aquinar and Lyra, tell us y flands in this, thofe who are of 
reateft authority inthe Church , the Priefis, Propliets, and. 
eem > with whom are the Oracles ef truth, doe contradi& 
Feremiab, therefore he is a falfe Prophet. But what was the 
ground of this confequence ? furely the ground was, that which 
Bullinger and the late Englifh Annotations doe obferve,namely, 
the Popifh error was ako their error, the Church cannot erre, 
But let us yet follow the argument to the bottome. How came 
they to thinke the Church cannot erre ? or what was that 
Church: which they thought infallible? No doubt they had 
refpe to the Law of the Sanhedtin, Devt. 17. 10, 11,12. And 
thou fhalt doe according to the fentence which they of that place 
€ which tbe Lord fball choofe) fball fbevo thee; and thou fhalt obftrve 
to doe according to all that they. enforme thee. According tothe fim- 
tence of the Law which: they [ball teach thee , and according te the 
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Judgement wbich they fball tell thee, thou foalt doe: thou fhalt not 
decline from the fentence which they foall flew tbeesto the right band, 
or to the left; And the man that will doe prefiemptuoufly , and will 
nit bearken unto the *rieft ( that SEandetb to minifter there before 
the Lord thy Gad) or unto tbe Fudge, even that man [ball die. From 
this Scripture mifapplycd they drew an argument againft Fe- 
remiab. Wherein their meaning could not be this, that the 
do&rine of every individuall Prieft, or of every individual] 
Scribe, is infallible, (for as the Law now cited did {peak of 
the Sanhedrin, not of individual] Prieíis, fo neither the Jewes. 
of old. nor the Papi(ts after them, have drawn the conceited 
infallibilicy fo low, as to every particular Prieit.) But they ji 
mean collectively, and point at an affembly or councell of /! 
Priefts, Wife-men, and Prophets , which (as they apprehen- 
ded) could not erre, and whofe determination they preferred 
to the word of the Lord by Teremiab: for the Law (that is,faith 
Menochius , the interpretation of the Law ) can not perio from 
the Prieft, nor counfell from the wife. Now this was an Ecclefia- 
fticall , nota civill Sanhedrin, which may appeare thus: Firft, 
they doe not make mention of the Fudge mentioned Dent. 17. 
(where the Prieft & the Fudge are diftinguifhed)onely they men- 
tion the Prieft, the. Prophet, (for which the Chaldee hath Scribe : 
which is all one, as to the prefent argument. for we finde both 
Prophets and Scribes in Ecclefia&icall affemblies , as was faid 
before) and the wife. By the wife are meant thofe that were 
chiefe or did excell among the Scribes or Doctors of the Law. 

- So Grotiur annot. in Matth. 23.3 4. and it may be colle&ed from 
erem. 8.8,9. This is certaine,that thefe wife men were Church- 
officers; for as they are diftinguifhed from the Judges, E/zy 3.2. 
fo Jefus Chrift {peaking of Apoftles, and other Miniiters of 
thie Gofpel'; whom he was to fend forth, expreffeth himfelfe 
by way of allufion to the Ecclefiafticall Miniilers of the Jewes. 
Matth: 23.34. Behold I fend unto you Propbets,and Wife men, and 
Scribesswhich Luke ch.11.v.49-hath thus,I will fend them Prophets 
and Apuoftles. Secondly , the civill Sanhedrin: at this time did - 
(fo far as we can finde ) contradi& Feremiab; but when his 
caufe came afterward before them, Terem. 26: they fhew much: 
favour and friendhhiptohim. Thirdly, that:which is added, 
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come and let us bim fmite with the tongue: may be three waics read, 
and every way it fuceth to the Eccleliatiicall SanhedrinCwhether 
themfelves be the fpeakers in the Text, or whether the people 
be the fpeakers of ic, as of that which they would delre and 
move the Sanhedrin to doe in the name of them all) either thus: 
Let us (mite bim for the tongue, that is for an Ecclefialticall caufe, 
for falfe Do&trine. Or thus, Let us finite bim in the tongue Cfo 
the Septuagint, and Arias Montanm ) chat is, Let us {mite him 
with an Ecclefiatticall cenfure, and filence him, and difcharge 
him to preach any more to the people. Or thus, Let s fmite 
bim with the tongue, that is, with an Ecclefiafticall fentence or 
declaration, {mite him not with the Sword ( which belonged 
onely co the civill Magiftrate ) but with the tongue, by decla- 
ring him to be afalfe Prophet, and by determining the cafe 
de jure, what ought to be done with him according to the 
Law. Ve ek os 

Seventhly, confider another place, Ezech. 7.2 6. Then fhall they 
feek a vifion of the Prophet.: but the Law fball peril fron the Prieft, 
and counfell from the ancients. Here againe, thete are to be lookt 
upon collectively and conjun&ly, (not diitributively and feve- 
vally ) and this I: prove from the Text it felfe, not onely be- 
caufe the counfell here fought for, was not to be given by. one 
ancient, but by the ancients, yea it wasa priucipall part of the 
curfe or judgement, that counfell could not be had trom an 
affembly of ancients or Elders. fuppofe it might be-had from 
fomeé individuall Elders here ovthere:) but alfo becaufe the 
Antithefis in the Text intimateth a difappointment in that thing 
which was fought after. They {hall feeke z vifion from tbe Pro- 
phet, or Cas the Chaldee hath it) difcépline from the Scribe. This 
they fhallinot finde, and why? becauíc the Law, Mall perifh 
from the Prieit, and couufell fromthe Ancients.  Itwas there- 
fore Confiitoriall or Synedricall counfell, Judgement, or Di} 
(cipline, which fhould be fought, but (hould not be found. So 
that though a Prophet of the Lord fhall peradventurve be found, 


- who can reveale the councell of the Lord, in a time of general] 


defe&ion , like Adiesiah contradi&ing the 400 Prophets, yet 

an Ecclefiatiicall counfell of Prophets, Scribes, Prieks, and 

Elders, fometime Lfracls glory , {hall turn to be Lfraels ipn. 
n alt 


Chap.3. Ordinance of Charch-government vindicated. 


and that aflembly which did fometime refpondere d: jure, and 
pronounce righteous judgement, and give light in difficult 
cafes, (hall doefo no more : the very light of Ifrael fhall be dark» 
nelle; the law and counfell fhall perih from them that is,they 
(hall not finde councell , nor the underftanding of the law, faicli 
Santliur. Polanusuponthe place draweth an Argument againft 
the infallibility of counfels, becaufe the law and counfell did 
perilh not onely (faith he ) from the Priefts here and there in 
the Cities, but alfo from the high Prieft, and the other Priefis 
and Elders „ who were together at Fermf2lem. If this Text be 
rightly applied by him(and fo it is by other Prote(tant Writers) 
to prove againft Papifts that Councels may erre, then here was 
an Ecclefiafticall councell. 
Eightly, even without Ferzfzlem and Iuda there was a Senate 
or affembly of Elders, which did allit the Prophets iu over- 
feeing the manners of the people,cenfuring fin,and deliberating 
of the common affairs of the Church. This €.Bertramus de polit. 
Iud. c.16.colle&eth from 2 Kings 6.32.But Elifba fate in bis boufè 
andthe Elders fate with bim. Y know fome think that thofe Elders 
were the Magiltrates of Samaria, but this I cannot admit, for 
two reafons. t. Becauíe Lfephus Antiq.lib.g. cap.2. cals them 
Blifbaes difciples : and from him Hugo (ardinalis, Cartbufia- 
245,and others doe fo expound the Text. They are called Exi- 
fas Difciples, as the Apoftles were Chrifts Difciples, by way 
of Excellency and eminency : all the diíciples or fonnes of the 
Prophets were not properly Elders, but thofe onely who were 
affumed into the Affembly of Elders, orcalled to have a fbare 
in the mannaging of the common affaires of the Church. 
2. Cajitanupon the place gives this realon from the Text it 
felfe, to prove that thefe Elders were fpirituall men (ashe fpea- 
keth) becaufe Elifba asketh them, See ye bow this fonne of 2 nmr- 
derer hath fnt to take away my head ? What expe&ation could 
there be, that they did feeathing, then fecret and unheard of, 
unleffe they had been men familiar with God? Now thefe Elders 
were fitting clofe with Elifba in his houfe. lt wasnot a pub- 
like or Church affembly for worfhip , but for counfzll, delibe 
ration, and refolution , in fomecafe of difiicülty and publike’ 
concernment. So Toftstas and Sanfins on the plece. A para- 
leti 
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lell place there is, Ezech. 8.1. I fate in mine houfe, and the Elders 
of ludab fate before me. Whether thofe Elders came to know 
what God had revealed to the Prophet, concerning the (tate of 
judab and Fernfalem, as Lavater upon the place fuppofeth , or 
tor deliberation about fome other thing, it is nothing like a 
civill Court, but very like an Ecclefiatiicall fenate. Now if 
fuch there was out of Jers(zlem , how much more in Lerufalem,: 
where(as there came greater ftore of Ecclefiaticall caufes and 
controverlies concerning the fence of the Law, to be judged, 
Ío)there was greater ftore of Ecclefiaftical perfons fit for govern- 
ment? whatfoever of this kind we finde elfewhere, was buta 
Tran ffumpt, the Archetype was in Ierufzlem. 
Ninthly, that place Zech.7. 1,2,3. helpeth me much. The 
~- Jews fent Commiilioners unto the Temple, there ts fpeake unto 
the Priefts which were inthe boue of the Lord of Hofts , and tothe 
Prophets (the Chaldee hath and to the Scribes) faying ,^ Should Y 
weepe in the firft moneth, ec. Here is an Eccleliatiicall affembly, 
which had authority to determine controverfies concerning the 
worfhip of God.  Grotw upon the place diftinguifheth thefe 
Pries and Prophets from the civill Sanhedrin , yet he faith 
they were to be confulted with, in controverted cafes , accor- 
ding to the Law, Dewt.17.9. Iffo, then their fentence was au- 
thoritative and binding, fo far that the man who did prefump- 
tuoufly difobey them,was to die the death,Dezt.17.12. 
Tenthly, letit be confidered what is that 7Mofbzv Zekenim 
confe ffus or Cathedra fenisrum, Pfal. 107.32. (for though every 
argument be not an infellibledemonftration, yet curia juvant) 
let them exalt bim alfo in the Congregation ( or Church) of the 
people, and praife bim in tbe Affembly of the Elders. Compare this 
Text with Pfal 113.9, 10,11. as likewife with Pfz/m 118.25 
254. In all the three Texts, thereare three forts of perfons di- 
ftinguifhed, and more efpecially called upon to glorifie God. 
y Ob that men would praife the Lord for bis gaodneffe, faith the Text 
in hand, Pfzlm 107.31. for that you have in the other two 
places, Ye that feare the Lord, exc. for the congregation of the pe = 
ple, you have in the other two places Ifrael, and the houfe of If- 
rael. For tbe A f:mbly of tle Elders, you have in the other Texts, 
the houfe of Aaron. 1 will not here build any thing EC. w 
obfer- 
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obfervation of Hugo Cardinalis on Pfzlm 107.32. that the con- 
gregation of the Princes is not mentioned in this bufineffe , be- 
caule zot many mighty,not many nobleyc»c.One thing I am fure of, 
there were Elders in Ifrael, clearly diitin& both trom the Prin- 
ces, Judges, and civill Magiftrates, Jof: 23.2. 2 Kings 10. 1. 
Ezrato.14. AGs 4.5. and elfewhere. And the parallel Texts 
afore cited, doe couple together thefe Elders and the boufe of 
Aaron , as Paftors and ruling Elders now are; and as the Priefts 
and Elders are found conjoyned elfewhere in the old Tefa- 
ment, Exod.24.1. Deut.27. 1. with verf. 9. Execb.7.26. Fer.19. 
1. So Adatth.26.5 9. The work alfo of giving thanks for mercies 
and deliverances obtained by the afili&ted and fuch as have 
been in diftrefle (the purpofe which the Pfalmift hath in hand, 
extended alfo to the deliverances of particular perfons.) is more 
efpecially commended to thofe who are affembled in an Eccle- 
fiatticall capacity. Even as now among cur felves , the civill 
Courts of Juftice , or Magiftrates and Rulers or Judges affem- 
bled by themfelves in a politick capacity , ufe not to be defired 
to give thanks for the delivery of certain perfons froma dan- 
geratSea, orthelike. But it were very proper and fit to defire 
thanks to be returned, 1. by thofe that feare God; for as we 
fhould defirethe prayers, fo likewife the praifes of the Saints. 
2. By the Church or Congregation , of which they that have 
received the mercy are members. 3. By the iilderfhip, yea (if 
therebe occafion:) by a Synod of Elders , who as they ought to 
watch over the City of God, and to ftand upon their watch- 
tower for obferving approaching dangers , fo they ought to 
take fpeciall notice of exemplary mercies, beftowed upon the 
afflicted members. of the Church, and be an enfample to the 
fiocke, in giving thanks,zs well as in other holy duties. 

The eleventh place, which feemeth to hold forth unto us an 
Ecclefiaflicall Sanhedrin, is Ezech. 13. 9. where its faid of the 
Prophets that did fee vanity, and Divine lies: they fball not be in 
the afsembly of my people , neither {hall tbey be written in the writing 
of the houfe of Ifrael, neither fbl they inter into the Land of Ij- 
rael. Where (as Diodati and Grotius obferve, ) the fpeech vifech 
by degrees. i1. they fhall not any more be admitted into the af- 1) 
fembly or councell to have any voice there, as Prophets in chofe ! ! 
bee E daies 
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daies had faith Diodzti citing 7er.26.7. Secondly, they fhall not 
fo much as come into the computation or numbring of the 
people as members of the Church of Ifrael. 3. Nay they fhall 
not be permitted to dwell in the holy Land, or to returne thi- 
ther from their captivity; they (ball not have fo much favour as 
ftrangers had , who might come into the holy Land and fo- 
journe there. 

In the firít branch , the word tranflated affembly is D fod 
which properly figniteth < fecret, and is uled tor counfell (be- 
caufe counfell ought to be fècret) or for the place of counfell, or 
gu of Counfellers. Pagnin in his Thefaxrus p.1761. readeth 
this place with Hierome , in confilio, or otherwife faith he, in 
concilia. Vatablus:im concilio populi mei mem erunt. The Septua- 
gints read ès mideia dă aak pe: that is, chofe Prophets (hall have 
no hand iz the Difcipline of my people. The fame word they ren- 
der in other places by &5, and cuéSenv, yea by both thefe put 
together, Prov.2 0.19. where for the Hebrew fod, the Septaagints 
have Guards & curedetn. He that revealetb the fecret counfels in the 
Sanhedrin; and it cohereth well with the preceding Verfe,where 
they mention xuCesriivess, Governments. Sometime they expound 
the word by an Epifcopall (I mean not Prelaticall ) infpeétion 
Fob 29.4. Osis dmoxerly imni ro $8 biws pee God was an overfeer of 
my boufe. Sothat, fo far as the Septuagints authority can 
weigh, that place Ezek.13.9. mult be underftood of the feclu- 

m Magdeb T ding of thofe Prophets frem the Sanhedrin , not from the 
Bat xm Civill Cin which the Prophets were not members) but from the 
vikntur fuiffe Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin. 

diqune populo In thetwelfth and laft place, thenew Teitament holds out 
leti viri,etatey to ys an Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin: Whether the civil] Sanhe- 
rins A. drin was wholy taken away by Herod, and another civill San- 
Mnt (n hedrin not fübftitutein the place of that which he took away, 
Ecchfaflicu but the Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin onely remaining, as fome 
perinu, Templi, hold; or whether both did then continue though not fo cleare- 
Judiciorum & ly diftin&, as others hold: This we finde that there was an 
«i Ecclefiafticall government in the hands of Church-officers ; 
ie on i for 1. there was a councell of the Priefts and Elders and Scribes 
ont AMait5.2.4. & 16.21. 0* 21.23. 6^ 26.5755 9- & 27. 1.12. Marke 
ram babueruate 14.43. Luke 22.66. Afs 4.5. ™ The Centurifts fay that thofe 
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Elders were joyned with the Prieflsin the government of the 
Church, with Ecclefiaficall perfons in Ecclefiatticall affaires, 
Which hath been rightly taken for a prefident of our ruling 
Elders. 2. That Councell is called speeCvripo Luke 22.66. 
Ais 22.5. the Presbytery or Elderfhip: the very name which 
Paal gives to that afiembly of Church-officers, who ordained 
Timothy, x Tim.4.14- is it credible that che Apoftle would tranf 
fer the name of a civill Court to fignifte an Affembly , which 

was meerely Eccleiiaiticall and not Civill ? The very ufe of the 

word in this fence by the Apoftle, tels us that in his age the 
word 7ste6vréess» was taken in an Ecclefiafticall notion onely. 
3. This Councell did examine fefus concerning his Difciples 
andhisdoGrine, and received witnefles againít him, and pro- 
nounced him guilty of blafphemy, Matth.27.57. Marke 14.53, 
55. fob. 18.19. Hence Proteftant writers draw an argumene 
againít Papiits, to overthrow their infallibility of Councels : 

unto which argument Be/lzrmiue devifeth foure anfwers. But 
it came not once into his thoughts, to reply that this councel] 

was civill , not Ecclefiafticall, which had been his beft anfwer, 
if any probability for it. It hath been fuppofed,both by Protez 
ftant, and Popifh Writers, that it was an Ecclefiafticall Coun- 
cell, fuch as the controverfie is about: otherwife our Argu- 
ment had been as impertinent, as their anfwer was infüffici- 
ent. 4. Ouroppofites have no evafion here, but that which 
Bilfom, Saravia, and others of the Prelaticall party did anfwer 
in oppofition to ruling Elders; namely, that the Jewith El- 
ders were Judges or Magiftrates; But the reply which ferved 
then, will ferve now: the Elders are plainly diftinguithed from 
Judges, Rulers, and Princes, Fef 8.33. 623.2. Deut.5.23. 
Iud.98.14. 2 Kings 10.155. Ezra 10 14. Ads 4.5. Toft tus on 

Deut.21.2. c» 22. 15, 16. obferveth the fame di:in&ion of 
Judges and Elders. Pelargus on Deut.2 1. 2,5, 4. obferveth the 

like. That which I fay concerning the diitin&tion of Judges 

and Elders may be confirmed by Hzlichoth Olam F-2&.1. cap. 3. 

The Indges of Soura, M. Houna , and D. Ifaac. The Fudzes of 
Pbownbeditba M. Papa the fonne of Samucl, dc. The Elders of 
Sonra M. Houna and M. Hifda. The Elders of Phoumbedithz Ens 

ayd Abimi the fonne of Rahba. And thus we are taught how to 
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under. and th:fe Gemarick phrafes, of the Judges of fuch a 
place, and the Elders of fuch a place, that we may not mi- 
itake them asif they were one. 5. Some have allo drawne 
a pattcrne for the conftitution of Synods, from that Coun- 
cell, Ads 4.5,6. where we finde aflembled together Rulers, 
Prieits, Elders, Serives , according to which patterne we have 
in our Synods, 1.the civil! Magifirate to prefide in the order of 
proceedings, for preventing tumults, injuries, diforders , and 
to affift and prote& the Synod. 2. Paftors of Churches. 3. Dc- 
ctors from univeriities, anfwering to the Scribes or Do&ors 
of the Law. 4. Ruling Elders who affift in the Government of 
the Church. 6. After that Izde2z was redatted into a Province, 
and the Remans having keptin their owne hands, not only the 
power of life and death Iobz 18.5 1. but all judgement in what- 
fovever civill, orcriminall offences, falling out among the 
Jews meant by matters of wrong or wicked lendnef!, Acts 18.1 4.And 
having leftto the Jewes no government, nor any power of 
judgement, except inthings pe.taining to their religion onely 
Ib.veríe 15. Thefe fix things confidered , it is very unprobable 
(if not unpoffible ) that the Councell of the Priefts, Elders, and 
Scribes , mentioned fo often in the New Teftament, fhould be 
no Ecclefiafticall Court, but a temporall and civill Magiftracy. 
The Centuri(ls Cent. 1. lib. 1. cap. 10. reckon that Councell for 
an Ecclefiafticall Court, diftin& from civill Magi(tracy: and 
they propofe thefe two to be diítin&ly treated of, Afa coram 
Pontificibus few. Magiftratu Ecclefiaftico, (and here they bring 
in the councell of the Priefls, Elders, and Seribes, ) And Aétio 
coram Pilato feu magiflratu politico. 

I know Eraftus 12b.3. cap.2. aud lib.4. cap.4. though hecon- - 
fefle plainly that the Jewifh Sanhedrin mentioned in the Gof- 
fpell, and in the A&ts of the Apoftles, had onely power of 
judging caufes belonging to Religion, and that the Romans 
did leave them no power to judge of civill injuries; yet he 
holdeth , that in thefe caufes of Religion, the Sanhedrin had 
power not onely of imprifoning, and {courging, but even of 
death it felfe. And fo endeavoursto make it a temporall or civil 
Magiftracy, ( which Mr Pryzze allo doth vindic. page 4,5. yet 
he fpeaketh dubioufly of their power of capitall punifhments.) 
, But 
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But this is confuted by the reafons which I have given. Where- 
unto J further adde thefe few animadverfions. 

1. The ftrongeit proofe which Erzftus brings ont of Fofe- 
phus antiq. lib. 20. cap. 8. which (as he alledgeth ) puts the 
thing out of all controverfie, isa very weake and iníufficient 
proot. Jofephus tels us in the clofe of that Chapter,that after the 
death of Herod and Avchelaus, this was the Jewifh Government, 
etetsoi.gerTía, pA) tir i oA ret; T > messa era qd vas 61 doepa; mmi doro. 
This he citeth page 177. and page 178. to prove that the San- 
hedrin inChriits time, wasacivill Magiftracy , having power 
of theSword. But I may with a great deale more probability 
argue contrariwifefrom thefe words. Fufepbus tels us the 
Confticution and forme of the Jewifh policy or Govern- 
ment was at chat time Ariftocraticall, but it was an Ecclefia- 
fticall Ariftocracy , the government was in the hands of the 
chiefe Priefts. Or thus (if you will) the Jewes at that time 
had a bare name of an ariftocracy; they had their dpyorzs Op- 
timater, Primatessor Rulers : but it was titulo tenus , all power 
of civill government being taken from them by the Romans, 
andthe government that was, was Ecclefiafücall. That very 
Chapter gives us a better argument to prove, that the Romans 
did not permit to the Jewes capitall Judgements : for Tofgbus 

‘there records that Azanus the high Priet taking the opportu- 
nity after the death of Feftus, while Albixus the c of 
Feftus, wasbut yet on his journey toward Iudea , did call a 


Councell of Judges ( xer cus éSexr xe ^) before whom he 


prefented Fames the brother of Chrift, and fome others, who 
were ( as guilty of impiety ) condemned to be (toned. Which 
mightily difpleafed all {uch as did obferve the Laws. Albinus 
at that time comming from Alexandria, being enformed of 
the thing , and that it was not lawfull for Azanusto doe any 
fuch thing, without the Reman Governour , wrote a chiding 
and threatning letter to’ Azanus. And further, the thin 

being fecretly fignified by fome to King Agrippz, who did 
alfo befeech the King to command Azanus to doe no fuch 
thing againe, he having trefpaffed in this. Whereupon Agrippa 


was fo highly offended,that he tooke away from Axanas the. 


high Prieits place,and gaue it co Iefas the fonne of Damen. 
| 2. Where- 


a 


2. Whereas Eraftas arguech from the imprifoning, beating, 

or fcourging, yea taking countll to kill the Appii Acts 4 

& 5. the toning of Steven Acts 7. Pauls letters trom the high 

Priett, for biuding and bringing to Jerufalem the Difciples of 

n Antiq - D. the Lord A&s 9.1,2. alfo the imprifoning and condemning to - 
KA indi ae death the Saints A&s 26.10. Unto all this I anfwer out of 
rie s diffe “Lofepbys, that in that degenerate age the high Priefs and füch 
ceperunt Sa- as adhered to them, didufea great deale of violence,whereby 
ceréorib:5 & they did many things for which they had no juft nor lawfull . 
primatibus Hre- power. So that the Letters and Warrants given out to Saul, 
px and the execution of the fame by a cruell and bloody perfecu- 
No aim ting of the Saints, can not prove the ¿srie the power and ' 
Sipati manu au- authority which was allowed to the Sanhedrin, but onely the 
daciffimorum €? Sues the prefent prevalent power of the high Prieft and his 
fedirioforum hi faction in that con‘uiion of affaires; and their extreame ma- 
RE duc inus lice again! the Saints, to have been fuch as made them to doe 
fe mutui ceta- things for which they had no legall power nor warrant. And 
"bant convitiis this one Animadverfion breakes all che ftrength of Mr Pryzme; 
€ lapidationi- argument vindic. pages. that the Councell of the Jewes bad 
bua: nec erat! power Cwrbich no meere Ecclefiafticall confiftory can doe ) to fcourge, 
Sn | imprifon,torture, and ort-law offenders , if motto endemne , put to 
Magistras bus. death. (Where he citeth divers Tegts, none of which proveth 
In tantum autem either torturing, or out-lawing,and the moft of which,prove 
exarjit fammo- not {o much as that the Councell of the Jewes at that time had 
rum sili es authority to fcourge or imprifon, as Adzith. 5.22. & 10.17. 
E m (ive Mark 13.9. Ais 6. 32,13,14- € 24.20. & 25.15.) Theim- 
- fus in areas Prifonment of the Apoltles wes not without the authority of 
mittere, qui au- the Captaine of the Temple Acts 4. 1,3. Thiscaptaine of the “ 
ferrent debts Temple, is thought by the beft interpreters , to have been the 
ey Ap € Captaine of the Garrifon which the Romans placed in the 
vc ate caitle Antonia hard by the Temple, and that to prevent tu- 
Sacerdotum or- mults and uproares when the people came to the Temple, efpe- 
dine alimentos cially at the folemne feaiis in great multitudes. But that the 
rum inepia fame Captaine of the Temple was a civill Magiftrate of the Jewes, 
deficerent. e or one d ‘puted with authority and power from the Sanhedrin, 
a PES 2 feli. will neverbe proved. When the Councell thought of flaying 
tinferum quam the Apoftles Acts 5.33. it was in a fudden paffion, being cut to 
juftitia. tbe beart at that which they heard. But Gamaliel tels 7m 
Veríe 
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Veríe 35. Ye men of Ifrael take beed to. your felves twis warning 
them as Interpreters take ic, of their own danger, from the Ro- 
mans, ifthey fhould put any oneto death. The putting of 
Steven to death was upon pretenceof 7ud:cium zeli, or Fas ze- 
lotarum, as Grotius thinks de Fure belli ac pacis lib.2.cap 20. feét.g. 
If fo, it was an extraordinary a&. lam fure it was done moft 
tumultuouily , diforderly and furioufly , before either himfelfe 
was heard {peake out, or any fentence was given againit him, as 
is maniielt Acts 7.5 4557,58. : 
3- Eraflus his gloffe upon Iobn 18.31. Iti mot lawfull for us 
to put any man tedeatb, meaning (faith he) for making him- 
-felfe a King againft Cefar , the caufe for which they did chiefly 
accufe him to Pilate. So likewife Bifhop bz/foz (a great follow- 
er of Eraftus ) of the perpetuall government of Chriíts Church 
cap.4. But marke the words, Then faid Pilate unto them, Take ye 
bim and judge bim according to your Law; The lewes therefore faid 
untohim, It is nat lawfull for us to put any manto death. Pilate 
durt not have refufed to judgea man who made himfelfe a 
King againft Cefar, nor durft he have putit over upon the 
Jewes to have judged one in that which concerned Cefars 
crowne. Nay, asíooneas the Jewes objected, If thou let this 
man Zoe, thou art not Cefars friends for whofoever maketh bimfelfe a 
King, fpeaketh againft Cefar. Pilate when he heard that , went 
in againe, and fate down on the Judgement feat Iobz 19.12.13. 
Therefore when Pilate faid tothe Jewes take ye him, and judge 
bim according to your law, he {pake it of matters of their Law. 
The Councell of the chiefe Priefis,Elders and Scribes had given 
fentence againit Chrif de jure, that he was guilty of Llafphemy, 
and thereupon (not having power to put any man to death) 
they led him to Pilate, Manb. 26.65, 66. with Mattb. 27.1,2. 
Marke 14.623,64. with Marke 15.1 Luke 22.71. with Luke 23.1. 
Pilate unwilling to meddle againít Chrilt, waves the buíineffe 
in the Judgement-hall , T perceive ( would he fay) that this 
man is accufed of fuch things as concerne your Law and your 
Religion ; therefore take him and judge him according to your 
Law. Theyreply, in reference to that which Pilate did drive 
ate It i5 not lawfull for ns to put any man to death.\t they had meant, 
for cauíes which concerned Cefars Grown, it had been pa 
onely 


Aarons Rod bloffousing,or the Divine Book rz. 


onely an impertinent reply, but a yeelding to Pilates intention ; 
for he might have faid, 1 doe not meane, that ye fhall judge 
him for that which concerneth Cefar , but for that which con- 
cerneth your owne Law and Religion. Therefore certainely 
the anfwer which the Jewes made to Pilze , did reply, that 
though they had power to judge a man in that which concer- 
ned their Law and Religion, yet they had no power to put 
z man to death, no not for that which concerned their 
aw. 

4. There are feverall paflages in the ftory of Paul which thew 
us , that though the Jewilh Sanhedrin might judge a man in 
matters of their Law , yet they wereaccufers, not Judges, in 
civill or capitall puni(hments , I meane when a man was accu- 
fed as worthy of bonds or of death, though it were for a matter 
oftheir Law, they had no liberty to judge, but onely to accufe. 
The Jewes drew Paul before the judgement feat of Gallio , even 
for a matter of their law. This fellow (fay they to Gallio) per- 
fwadeth men to worfhip God, contrary to the Law Acts 18.13. 
Ifthey had intended onely an Ecclefiatticall cenfure , their re- 
couríe had been either to the Sanhedrin, orat leaft to the Syna- 
gogue, but becaufe they intended a corporall temporall pu- 
nift ment, which neither the Sanhedrin nor the Synagogue had 
power to infli& , therefore they muft profecute Paul before 
Gallios whofe anfwer was to this purpofe, that if it had been- 
a matter of wrong or wicked leudneffe , it had been proper for him 
to have judged it, but that (ince it was no fuch thing, he would 
not meddleinit, knowing alfo, thatthe Jewes had no power 
to doe it by themfelves. Againe, Acts 23. 28, 29. Claudius Ly- 
fias writeth to Felix concerning Paul thus, and when I would 
have knowne the caufe wherefore they accufed him, I brought bim 
forth into their Councell. Whom I perceived to be accufed of queftions 
of their Law , but to bave nothing laid to bis charge worthy of death 
ev of bonds. That which made Lyfras interpofe in the bufineffe, 
and refcue Paul from the hands of the Jewes, was the Jewes 
defigne to put Paul to death y under colour of judging him ac- | 
cording to their Law (which was the pretence made by Tertullus — 
Acts 24.6.) Now in that which was to be punifhed, either by 
death, or fo much as by bonds, Lyfias conceives the Jewes tobe 

no 
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no competent Judges, therefore he brings Paz! into the coun- 
cell of the Jewes , not to be judged by them, but to know 
what accufation they had againit him. ‘For the fame reafon 


Paul himíclfe did decline going to Feræfalem,to be judged there, 


no not of matters concerning the Religion and Law of the 
ies > that accufation being fo far driven on, as to make 
-him worthy of death. His accufers (faith Fetus to King d- 
grippa) brought none accufation of fuch things as I fuppofed, but 
"bad certaine queflions againft bim of their owne faperfiztion » and 
of one lefus which was dead, whom P aul affirmed to be alive. And 
becaufe I doubted of fuch manner of queftions . I asked him whether 
be would goe to Ierufalem , and there be judged of thefe matters, As 
:25. 88 19,20. This Paul had declined verf: 10. I ftand at Cefzrs 
À uem feat (faid he) where I ought to be judged. And why? 


;but beeaufe his accufation was capitall, even in that which con- . 


‘cerned the Law of the Jewes ; and fhe knew the Jewes at that 
time had no power of capitall judgements. Some have alledgc.d 
this example of Paz! for appeales from Presbyterics or Synods 
‘to the civill Magiítrate: by which argument themfelves grant 
that the Jewifh Sanhedrin then declined by P4, was a Eccle- 
fiafticallynot a civill Court. | 
» 8: Befidesiall this Eraftds his opinion is ftrongly confuted 
by that which Conftantinus L Empereur Annet. in remp. Jud. 
pag. 404. to 407. proving that the Jewes after the thirtieth 
eere of Chriít, had no power of punifhing with death; for 
proofe hereof citeth a:paflage of eAbeda xara, that forty yeers 
fore the deftra&tion of the Temple, the Sanhedrin ( which 
had in former times exercifed capitall judgements ) did remove 
from Hiers(alem , quum vidérent fe non poffe judicia capitalia 
exercere, When they perceived that- they could not exercife 
£apitall judgements, they faid let us remove out of this place , left 
we be guilty : it being faid Deut. 17.10. \according to the fentence 
sebich they of: that place (bal fhew thee: whence they collected,that 
if they were not in that place,they were not obliged to capitall 
judgements:and fo they removed. And if you would know whe 
ther he tels us out of Kofcb Heffchana,they removed from Hierx 
falem tof abuz;thence to Oxfathence to Schapbrea,&c.He that de- 
fires to have:farther. proofes for that which hath been faid, — 
f F rea 
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read Buxtorf. lexic.Cbald. Talmud. e tabbin. pag. $145 $ 15. He 
proves that Fudicia criminalia, criminall judgements did ceafe, 
and were taken away from the Jewes forty yeeres before the 
detirution of the fecond Temple. This he faith is plaine in 
Talmud Hierofol. in lib. Sanbedrin cap. 7. in Talmud. Babyl. in 
Sanbedrin fol-41.1.in &boda zara fol, 8. 2. in Schab. fol. 15.1. 
in Feecbafin fol. 5 Y. 1. Majemon. in Sanbédrin cap. 14. feb.13. 
He cites allo a paffage in Beracbor fol.58.1. concerning one who 
for a hainous crime even for pits with a beaít ought to be 
ad;udged co death; but when one faid that he ought to die, it 
was anfwered, that they had no power to put any. man to: 
death. - And this faith Dr. Baxtorf is che very fame, which the 
Jewes faid to Pilate Jobs 18.31. Now this power being taken 
‘trom the Jewes forty yeeres before the deftruction of the Tem- 
ple and City, which was in the 71 yeere of Chriit, his death 
being inthe 34. Hence he proveth that this power was taken 
from the. Jewes neere three yeeres before the death of Chriit. 
And I further make this inference, that fince the Sanhedrin 
which had power of life and death,did remove from Hierufz- 
lem forty yeers before the deftruction of the Temple (for which 
fee allo Tzemach David. edit. Hen. Vorft.pag.89. and, Yo about 


‘three yeerés before’ the déath of Chrift ; it mutt needs follow 


that the Councell of the Priefts, Elders, and Scribes, mentioned 
fo often in, and before Chrifts pafilon, was not. a civill Magi-. 
ftracy, nor the civill Sanhedrin, butan Ecclefiatticall Sanhe-- 
drin. Whence alfo it follows, that the Church: Zdfattb.18.r 
unto which Chrift dire&s his Diíciplesto goe with their come 


plaints, was not the civill Court of Juftice among the Jewes, 


(as Mr Pryæne takes it) forthat civill Court of Juftice had chen 
removed from Hierufakem, and had loft ics authority in. execus 
ting Jultice, F. (och annot in Exc. Gem. Sanbedrin. cap. 1.. feti. 
13. bearéth witnefle to the fame ftory abovementioned, that 


forty yeeres before the deftruction of the Temple, the Sánlie- 
drin did remove from its proper feat’ ( where he alfo mentions: 
the ten ftations or degrees. of their removing ) and Zane tum 


cefarant judicia capitalia , faith he. Now. at that tme the capital. 


judgements did ceafe. Thus we have three withefles fingularly 


jearnéd in thé Jewith Antiquities. > Unto thefe adde Cafzabos 


exerce, 
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exerc. 16. anno 34- wum.76. He holds that though the Councell 
of the Jewes had cognizance of the offence (for otherwife how 
could they givea reafon or caufe when they demanded juftice) 
in which refpe& the Councell did judge Chrift co be guilty of 
death, Marke 14.64. yet their Councell had chen no more 
power of capitall punifhments , which faith he, the more lear- 
ned moderne writers doe demonftrate è Fucbafin, and from o- 
ther Talmudicall writings ; he addeth that this power of 
utting any man to death was taken from the Jewes fome {pace 
fore this time when they faid to Pilate, It is not lawfull for us 
te put any man to death: tot this power was taken from them, 
faith he, forty yeeres before the deftru&ion of the fecond Tem- 
ple, asthe Rabbinicall wricers doe record. 

.Ihave thus largely profecuted my laft argument, drawn from 
the New Teftament, mentioning the Councell of the Priefts, 
Elders, and Scribes. - ET. 

And I traf the twelve arguments which have been brought 
may give good fatisfa&tion toward the proofe of an Ecclefia- 
fticall Jewifh Sanhedrin. 

The chiefe obje&ion which ever | heard or read againít chis 
di(tin&ion of a Civill Sanhedrin and an Eccleíiafticall Sanhes 
drin among the Jewes, is this. That neither the Talmud nor 
the Talmudicall writers mention any fuch diílin&ion, but 
Ípeake onely of one. fupreme Sanhedrin of 71 , and of other 


two Courts, which fate the one at thé doore of the Court be-: 


fore the Temple, the other at the’ gate’ which entereth to the 
mountaine of the Temple. There were allo Courts in the Ci- 
ties where capitall cafes were judged by three and twenty, pecu- 
niall mults by three. . f | 
Anfm. It muft be remembred that not onely the Talmudicall 
Commentators, but the Talmud ic felfe, is much later than 
the time of the Sanhedrin , and the integrity of the Jewiíh go- 
vernment. Yea later (by fome Centuries) than the dettruction 
of the Temple and City of Ferufalem. So that the Objection 
Which is made is no ftronger than as if one fhould argue thus, 
There is no mention of Elderlhips conftituted of Paftors and 
Ruling Elders (without any Bifhop having preeminence over 


the reft ) neither in the Canon Law, nor decretals of Popes, . 
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nor in the Booke of the Canons of the Roman Church. There 
fore when Panl wrote his Epiitle to the Chuich of Rome, there 
was no fuch Elderfhip in that Church, conftituted as hath been 
faid.But if the Ecclefiaftical ‘Government either of the Church 
of Rome, or-of the Church of the Jewes can be proved from 
Scripture (as both may ) it ought to be no prejudice agatntt 
thofe truths, that they are not fouud in the Writers of :f:er- 


‘times, and declining ages. Howbeie there may be feen fome 


footíteps of a Civil and Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin, even in the 
Talmudicall writers, inthe opinion of (on{tantinus L^ Empe- 
reur, and in that other paffage cited by D. Buxtorf out of Elias. 
Of which before. And fo much concerning an Ecclefiatticall 
Sanhedrin among the Jewes. t 
If after all this, any man fhall be unfatisfed in this particu- 
lar ,, yetin the ifue, fuchras. are not convinced that there was 
an. Ecclefiafticali’ Sanhedrin: among the Jewes, diftin& from 
their civill Sanhedrin, may nevertheleffe: be convinced not*by 
the former arguments, butby other Mediums, that there was 
an Ecclefiafticall government among the Jewes diftin& front 


their civill government. For it belonged to the Priefts, (not to: 
_the Magiitrates or Judges’) to put difference between boly and une 


holy, andbetween unclean andcleane. And the Priefts (not the 
Magiftrates) are challenged for not putting difference betweem 
the holy and prophane Ezech.22.26. And this power of the 


. Priefts was not meerly do&trinall or declarative, but decifive, 


binding, and juridical, fo farre as thataccording to their fen- 
tence men were to: be admitted as cleane, or excluded asun- | 
cleane, Yea in other cafes, as-namely in trying and judging: 
the {candall of a fecretand-unknown murther, obferve what: 
is faid of the Priefts, Dewt::21.5.. by their word [ball every contro- 
verfie: and every ftroke-be tried. Yeathemfelves were Judges of 
controverfies-Ezech.4.4.24. And in controverfie they [ball ftand ix 
judgement, and they fhall judge it according to my judgements. 
Where the Minitiers of the Gofpell are principally intended; 
but not without an-allufion unto and' parallel with the Priefts 
of theold Teftament, in this pointofjurifdi&ion. Suppofe 
now it were appointed by Law, that Minifters fhall (eparate or 
put. difference between. the holy and. prophane, that by t 
i l word’ 
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word every controverlie concerning the caufes of fulpenfion or 
fequeftration of men from the Sacrament, fhall be tried; that 
in controverfie they fhall ftand in judgement, and. judge accor- 
ding to the word of Cod : Would not every one looke upon: 
this, asa power of government put into the hands of Mini; 
fiters: And none readier to aggravate fuch government, then 
theEraftians. Yet all this amounts to no more, then by the 
plaine and undeniable Scriptures above cited; was committed 
to the Priefts. Suppofe alfo., that men were kept backe from 
4heTemple and from the Paffeover,not for any morall'unclean- 
nefle, but for ceremonial] uncleannefle onely ( which is to be 
afterwards difcuff-d) ‘yet the Prieits their judging and deciding 
of controverfies concerning mens legall uncleanncff: , accor- 
ding to which judgement and decifion , men were to be admit- 
ted to, or kept backe from the Temple and Paffover (yea fome- 
time their owne houf€s, as in the cafe of l:profie ) could not 
choofe but entitle them to a- power of governniert , which 
power was: peculiar to them; and is not in all the old Tefta- 
ment aícribed to Magi(lrates or Judges. And as the exereife of 
this power did not agree to the Magiftrate, fo the commitlion, 
eharge, and power given to thofe who did keepe backe theun- 
cleane, was not derived from the Magiftrate; for it. did be- 
long to the intrinfecall facerdotall authority 2. Kings 11. 
19. The Prieft ( Febojadz ) appoined Officers over the boufe of tbe 
Lord. The 70 thus, % raren ê iepdie Gir times; èn Sin vele, 
Thefe Officers or overfeers over the Temple ; were appointed: 


by 7ebsjad2 , for keeping backe the uncleane, as Grorims upon. 


the place, following Jefepbws , liath obferved. Compare 
2 Chro. 23. 19. And be (Tebojada ) fet the Porters at tbe gates of the: 


boufé of the Lord, that none which was uncleane in any thing (bould' 


enter in:For the fame end did he appoint thefe overseers over the 
Temple, 2 Kings'11. It was alfo appointed by the Law , that 


the man who fhould doeany thing prefumptuoufly, contrary ` 


to the fentence of the Prieis, fhould die the death, as well as 
the man who fhould doe any thing prefumptuou(ly; contrary to 
the fentence of tlie Judge, Deut. 17. 9,12. 


_ Finally, the high Priest was a ruler of the people, and to him. __ 
is that law applied ,. Thaw fhalt not fpeake evil of tbe Racers of thy: 


people: 
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people Ads 23.5. Whichis not meant onely in regard that he 
was prefident of the Sanhedrin; for there was an Ecclefiaftical] 
ruling power, which was common with him to fome other 
Prie(ts, 2 Chro.35.8. Hilkiah the high Prieft, and Zacbariab and 
Fehiel Prieks of the fecond order, are called Rulers of the houfe 
of God : being in that very place thus diftinguifhed from other 
Priefts and Levites imployed in the manuall worke of the Tem- 
ple about Sacrifices and the like. 


CHAP. IV. 


La 


That there was an Ecclefiaftical Excommunication - a- 

mong tbe Fewes : and what it was. _ is 

N í nena 

i hath been affirmed by fome who pretenü to. more skill in 

Jewith antiquities than others, that though the Jewes had 
an excommunication which did exclude a man from the liberty 
of cjvill fellowfhip , fo that he might not come within foure 
cubits of his neighbour , ( and fo one man might and did ex» 
communicate another)yet no man was judicially or by fentence 
ofa Court excommunicated , at lea(t not from the Temple,Sa- 
erifices,and holy affemblies. ` 

To thefe 1 fhall in the firft place oppofe the judgement of 
others who have taken very much pains in fearching the Jewith 
nLexicon Chald. Antiquities, and are-much efteemed for their skill therein. 
Talmud. &@ » D. Buxtorf expoundeth E2713 cherem to bea cafting out of one 
Rabbin, edite from the holy affemblies , or an ejection from the Synagogue, 
139.039-827, aud maketh it parallel to che Excommunicating of the i 
8:8. TN Dn : 5 * € ince- 
Excommuniea. huOus man 1 Cer.$. 0 Mr Selden excendeth the Jewifh Excom- 
no, excufp t™unication fo farre , às to comprehend an exclufion from fel- 
cet facro, lowfhip>in prayer and holy affemblies, and makes it parallel 
ejetlio ex fyna- ` i f i 
goga (Pee Cum tili excommuniegts ton. licet edere mc bibere. Qua forte refpicit Apeficlus 1 Cor, 
$.11. To roíT9 pnd cusdic, Nam 44mouitionem illam generalem fasit, ex occafione incefluafi 
quem excommunicare jubit. © De Jure natur, &&. Gemium libeg cap.9. Atque is plane à cemmunicce 
tione orationis 7 conventus, C7 omni [anBi commercii relegabatar, quémadmadum de hujufmodi anaa 
themate [ub initia Ecclefie (hriftiane loquitur Tertullgma, |. 0. i 

. to 
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tothat which Termas tels us to haye been ufed by the Pri- 
mitive Church. : Mt. Brughton in his expolition of the Lords. 
prayer page 14. makes a parallel between the Jewith and the 
Chrittian Church: in many particulars 5. and among the reit, h 
he faith. they agreé in the mannet of Excontmunication and abf 
lmion. P Henric.Verifiw in his late animadveriions upon Pirke p eAnimad in 
Rabbi Eliezer, wonders how any man can imagine that an Eike pag: 169. 
Apoftate, a blafphemer, or the like was admitted into the $7 enim dicar 
EDU i A apoflatam, ‘blaf- 
Temple. For his part, he. thinkes fome excommunicate pomum aá n 
perfons were "abíolücely excluded from the Temple 5 aud facra capita in. 
that others for whom there were hopes of reconciliati- ra templum fu- 
on, were admitted into it. «4 Drufim and? Fobannes Cech tle edmifa è 
hold, that there were fuch excommunicate perfons among io >a id 
the Jewes, as were removed from Church affemblies, | and municar rae 
Were not acknowledged for Churcli: members. Schizdlerws de miffum fuiffet in 
feribeth their excommunication to be a putting away of anin- trare Templum, 
penitent.obftinate finner from the publique affembly of the ru. mulià mirier 
Church, and ío à cutting him off from-his. people. t Aria Ju ord 
Montanus expounds their cating out of the Synagogue to be o nb METUS 
an excommunication. (fuch asin the Chriftian Church: ) from quam. vetera. — 
religious fellowíbip:: = So doe the Centyritts plainly , where € ane Ec- 
they doe putpofély fhew what was the. Ecclefia(icall policy ^e y 
and Church government of the Jewes : . They make it a diftin& 1 Py b e Y 
Queftion , whether the Jewes in Chritstime had any civill ; Lond i 
D x £ ZA dà» HRD, »4 x wt mnm 13715 tem veteres Ç Fre. 
dei) fqulgravius daliqueras,: primu eum moyere cetu Ecclefjatlico: finon emendahat [oy tum ferie- 
bant anathemate . quòd: fine sum quidem redibat: ad frugem , ultimo. ac piffremo loco famatizabant, 
t e/Innot. in Exe. Gemar. Sanhedrin cap. Y. Qui fimpliciter excommuntcarus efl (menudde) cii ille 
quidem’ epivdins à cetu, itd ut pro vera membro Ecclefye non habeatur. f Lexicon pentaglot. pag.65 $e 
CO Excommunicario, cum. quis fe nonemendans cetu Ecclefatiico woverur , (P ex populo [us 
excindiut,- Where he alfomentioneth therhree diftin& kinds of Excommunication Niddui, 
Cherem, ind Scbasmata: Ibid: pag.r676s 253. remitio , éxcosnbnunicatio, ejeio ex cetu pisrum, 
illa anzibematla fpecies; qua quia immundus ab bominum contubernio y aus qua aliquis d cetu Eccle- 
fisflico removetur ad tempuss à lege pr [criptum. — & De arcano fermone cap, 47. Ejctlio autem à Sy- 
nagrg a, commnunicartonis abnegatio et, «9? abalienatio a religiofa confuttudine, que d neflria recepto jam 
verbe Excommunicatio dicitur. .'u Magdeb. Cent. 1. db. 1.cap 7. Indicabant dogmata & promulga- 
bant eorum damnatjones , und cum per[onie : que quidem tér nibil aliud quam publica Excommunicz- 
tio trat Jor 9, 23e & Tt. 42. 49« & 11.43 Et pps. Extra Sysagogam fieres, boc c3 excommnnie 
esferür,. 2110 iion 1 fis Fa Oy! vg STO i 
a k : Govern 
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"— Government, or Magiitracy. x Cornelius. Bertramus thinks that 
+ 7h fan. TO the Jewifh Niddui anfwercth our fufpenfion fromthe Sacra- 
Bio triplex epe. MENE, and tliatto their cherem anfwereth our excommunica« 
Prima efi N11 tion from the Church : and chat the Jewes had the very fame 
averatio, ama- kind ot excommunication , by which the inceftuous Corinthi- 
his —À: an, Hymeneus and Pbiltus , and the Emperour Theodofiws were 
d de m jg. CXconitunicated. , (onftantivus P Empercur annot. in rempnub. 
soru exirem Jad. pag.370. to 378. holdeth the fame thing which Bertra- 
cuidam exnio, mus holdeth concerning the Jewifh excommunication, and 
Excommunica- which hath now been cited. Gedwyx in his Mofes and Aaron, 
uo Y onis lib. -cap.1 {peaketh of the Eccleliaiticall Court of the Jewes, 
excdidicb,. unto Which ( faith he ) belonged the power of excommuica- 
tur ex populo fuc, COM 5. the feverall forts of which cenfure he explaineth cap.2. 
G in eo amplis namely Niddui, cberem , and Sbammata. After all which, he 
non cemer (9. begins cap.3. to {peake of civill Courts of the Jewes, a diitin& 
jim upra — ""governtiétic. chm po sd ee o y^ | 
~ et pr ieli- Grotius. annot. in Luke 6.22. compares the Jewi(h excommu-- 
d». aque boc cation with that which was exercifed by the Druides in 
puto efe amo- France, who did interdicere faerificiir , interdi& and prohibit 
guidywy" — from their Sacrifices impious and obftinate jarlanna thofe 
feri oc. ETME ho were excommunicate by Niddui or the leffer excommuni- 
fs jw ue cation , helikens to thofepenitents or mourners in theancient 
clefs noftris ‘Chritiian Church ; who were faid to be & geara , qui non 
vocamus prohi- cum ceteris orabant &c. Hetelsus the ancient Chriftians did in 
bitienem [eu fuf- divers things follow the Jewith difcipline, and among other 
perfimem’ à /— things in excommunication’; ‘He'cites the fame paffage of Tere 
fecmde Exo a. ttllian which is cited by Mt Selden, concerning a'{hntting out, 
‘mun-cario pub- À commumieatione orationi, C conventus Cr ommum Janči commersii. 
licé fata. Which is as full and high a defcription of the Ecclefiafticall cen- 
: fure of Excommunication , as any can be., . So-that the Jewith 
Exconimunication ‘being paralleld with, that. Excommunicay 
tion which Tertullian fpeakes of, and which was practifed in 
| the ancient Chriftian Church , what morecan be required in 
s this particular? And here I cannot but take notice, that Mafter 
-  Prynne doth very much miftake and mifreprefent Mr Selden, as 
- i£ he held the Jewifh excommunication to have been. no more 
| but a (hutting out from civill company or fellowfhip; M. ~ 
M . 


— 
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he clearly holds lib.4. de jure nat. & Gent. cap.9. p. 522.that he 
who was excommunicated by che Jewifh cherem, was put away 
and catt off from fellowfhip in prayer, and fromall religious 
fellowfhip,even as Tertullian fpeaks of excommunicated perfons 
in the Church. 

Lud. Capellus in Spicilegio upon Fob.9. 22. {peaking of the 
common diftin&tion of the three degrees of the Jewifh Excom- 
munication, doth plainly beare witneflle to that which I 
plead for, namely, y that there was a Jewifh Excommunication 
from communion in the holy things. I contefle he underfands „y hic 
the Cherem , and the Shammata, otherwife then I doe; for he ie ed 
takes the € berem to be nihil aliud, nothing elfe than the forfei- rionu fpecierum 
ture of a mans fubftance for the ufe of the San&uary : ( whereas vel potius gra- 
it is certaine there was a C berem of perfons as well as of things, d", fecunda 
and the formsle of the Cherem which~thall be cited afterward, mh oe 
containe another thing than forfeiture. )And Shanenzatz he takes debat Primi piis 
to be the devoting of men to death, and that being Shamatized quidem 7udeis 
they mut needs die. (And yet the Jewes did fhamatize the crt formidabt- 


Cuthites or Samaritans ( as we fhall fee afterward ) whom they lis, quia per eam 


had not power to put to death. ) However he {peaks of the Nid- potas ac 
dui as a meere Eccleiiafticall c:nfüre,and hover tels us it was vebantur, a; qui 
formidable to the godly,it being a fhutting out from commu- minus pii erant 
nion in the holy things, but not formidable to wicked men ; 4 nen magncpere 
which muft be upon this reafon , becaufe wicked men did care "^ "tberrar. 
little or nothing for any cenfüre or punifhment , except what 
was civill. He granteth alfo that Niddui was included in the o- E 
ther two : fo that in all three there was athutting out from the 
holy things.  , 
I muft not forget the Teftimony of my Countreyman Maver 
Weemfe in his Chriftian Synagogue lib. 1. cap.6. fctl.3. paragr. 7. 
They bad three forts of Excommunication 5. firft the leffer , then tbe 
middle fort, then tbe great{t. The leffer was called Niddui: and in the 
New Teftament they were called Smoruuciyofor put out of the Synagogue: 
and they bold that Cain was excommunicated this way. The fecond 
was called Cherem or Anathents: with this fort of Excommmnnication 
wa the Inceftuous perfowcen(ured 2 Cor.2. The third Shammaiba, 
they bold that Enoch inftitwted it, Jude v14. And after, tbefé who 


were Smocunraywyn, put out of the Synagogue were not fimply fecluded 
G from 


- 
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from the Temple, but fufferedto land in. tbe Gate, ge. Thefe who 
were Excommunicated by the fecond fort of Excommunicition, rere 
not permitted to come neer tbe Temple. Thefe who were Excommuni- 
cated after the third fort were fecleded ont of the fociety of the people of 
Ged altogether. dy! 
And thus I have produced fifteen witneffes for the Ecclefia- 
fticall Excommumication of the Jewes. I might produce many 
miore,but | have made choice of thefe , becaufe all of them have 
taken more than ordinary paines in fearching the Jewith an- 
tiquitics , and divers of themare of greatzft note for their skill 
therein. -> sere 
In thenext place Tet us obferve the caufes, degrees, manner 
and rites how, the authority by which , the ends and effects of 
exconimunication among the Jewes, and fee whether all chefe 
, doe not helpe to make their Excommunication a patterne 
` forours. For the caufes; there were 24 caufes,for which a man 
y Buxtorf lexic. WAS Excommunicated among the Jewes. You may read them 
‘Kabbin.p.2463 in Buxtorfs Lexicon Cbald. Talmud é~ Rabbin. p. 1304) 1305. 
ex Pefachim fol. M. Selden de jure nat. & Gentium. lib.4.cap. 8. To. Coch Annat. 


Jo. Qui er m in Excerp. Gem. Sanhedrin cxp.2. pag.147. divers of thefe caules: 
em E. did not at all concerne perfonall or civill injuries ( for fuch 
florum operas injuries were not accounted caufes of Excommunication , buc 
fervites facit,in= were to be punilhed otherwife, as fhall be proved afterward ) 
fautum illit but matters of fcandalI , by which God was difhonoured, and 
quidem cfare the ftumbling-blocke of an evill example laid before others; 
d. tel One caufe was the defpifing of any of the preceps of the Law 
non {chammati- of Mofes, or Statutes of the Scribes. Another was the felling 
fassen > at of Land toa Gentile. Another was, a Prieft not feparating the 
quivepráp4 giftsofthe oblation. Another, he that ih captivity doth not 
eeepc’ xoi iterate or obferve the fecond time a holy day. - Another, y he 
"i MC that doth any fervile worke upon Eafter eve. Another,he chat 
f-kammati/amus mentioneth the name of God rafnly, or bya vaine oath. — Áno- 
eum, They ther, he thatenduceth, or giveth occafion to cthers to pro- 
did alo ex- phane the name of God. Another, he that makes others to 
communicate eate holy things without the holy Temple. Another, he that 
an heretical! or : i 

Epicurean L- maketh computation of yeeres and moneths without the Land 
raclice. Baatorf Of Ifrael: thacis, (as D! Buxtorf ) writeth Calendars, or (as 
ibid, pog-ty5: Me Selden ) computeth yeeres and moneths otherwife than their 


fathers: 
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fathers had done. Another, he that retardeth or hindreth o- 
thers from doing the Law and Commandement. Another, he 
that maketh the offering prophane (as Dr Buxtorf) or offereth 
afickly beat, (as F. Coch.) Another, a Sacrificer that doth noc 
fhew his Sacrificing Knife before a Wife man or a Rabbi, that 

it may be knowne to be alawfull Knife, and not faulty. Ano- // 
ther, hethatcannot be made to know ortolearne. Another, 
he that having put away his wife, -doth thereafter converfe fa- 
milialy with her. Another, a Wife man (that is, a Rabbi or 
Do&or) infamous foranevilllife. The other caufes had alfo 
matter of fcandallin them, namely, the defpifing of a Wife 
man or Rabbi, though it were after his death. The defpiling 
of an Officer or meflenger of the houfe of judgement. He that 
- cafteth up to his neighbour a fervile condition, or-eals his 

neighbour fervant. He that contumacioufly reiuíeth to appeare jJ 
at the day appointed bythe Judge. He that doth not fübmit 
himfelfe tothe Judiciall fentence. Hethat hath in his houfe 
any hurtfull thing,as a mad dogge or a weake leather. He that 
efore Heathen Judges beareth witneffe againí(t an I{raclite. He 
that maketh theblind to fall. He that hath Excommunicate 
another witheut caufe, when he ought not to have been Ex- 
communicate. Thus you have the2 4 cautes of che Jewith Ex- 
communication; of which fome were meere fcandals : others 
of a mixed nature, that is, partly injuries, partly fcandals ; 
but they were reckoned among the caufes of Excommunication 
qua Ícandals , not quaa injuries. Fo. Coch. Annot. in Ex:. Gem. 
Sanbedrin. pag. 146. explaining how the wronging of à Do&or 
of the Law by contumelies, was a caufe of Excommunication, 
- fheweth that the Excommunication was becaufe of the {can- 
dall. Licet tamen condonare nift res in prapatu'o g fia fit. Publicum 
Dotloris ludibrium in legis contemptum redundat. Hane ob eaufam 
Dotor legis bonorem. funm remittere now poteft. Ubi res clam & 
fine feandalo gefta eft, magni animi éx fapientis eft injuriam 
contemptu vindicare. \f there was no fcandall,the injury might 
be remitted by the party injured, fo as the offendor was not to 
be Excommunicate. Butif the contumely was known abroad, 
and was fcandalous, though the party wronged were willing 
and de.irous to bury it, yet becaufe of the fcandall, the Law 
G 2 provided 
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provided that the offender fhould be excommunicate. For they 
taught the people that he who did contend againft a Rabbi 
did contend againit the holy Ghoti (for which fee Gul Vorftius 
annot. in Maimon. de fundam. legis. pag. 77,78.) and hence did 
they aggravate an Eccletiafticall or Divine (not a Civill) injury. 
Whence it appeareth that the caufes of Excommunication, were 
formally lookt upon as fcandals. Adde that if gua injuries, 
then a quatem ad omne, all perfonall or civill injuries had been 
caules of Excommunication. But allcivill injuries doe not 
fall within thefe 24.caufes. Ifirbe obje&ed, that neither doe 
all fcandalls fall within thefe 24. caufes. I anfwer they doe; 
for fome of the caufes are generall and compreheníive, namely 
thefetwo, the5th. He that defpifeth the Statutes ofthe Law 
of Mofes, or of the Scribes; and the 18th. He thatretardeth or 
hindereth others from A the Law. | 

When I make mention of any particular heads, either ofthe 
Jewifh Difcipline, or of the ancient Chrifiian difcipline,let no 
man underüand me, asif Tintended the like Strictneffe of Dit- 
ciplinein thefe dayes. My meaning is onely, to prove Eccle- 
fiafticall cenfures, and an Ecclefiafticall Government. - And let 
this be remembred upon alllike occafions; though it benot 
everywhere expreffed. And fo muchfor the caufes. : 

The degrees of the Jewifh excommunication, were 173 Nid- 
dui, IT Cherem, NDAU Schammata. "lias in Tifbite , faith 
plainly that there were three kinds of excommunication, Niddui, Ghe- 
rem, and Schammata. Niddui is acafting outs but if be be not 
converted, they fmite bim with Cherem, and if neither fo be repent, 
they [chammatize him. Thefe three Do&or Buxtorf thus dittin- 
guifheth,not only out of E/ias, the common fentence of the but 
Hebrew Do&ors. The firt and fmalleft excommunication is 
Niddui, which is a fimple feparation fora certaintime. The 
greater excommunication is Cherem,which isa feparation with 
imprecations and curfes. The greateft of all is Schammata, a 
finall excommunication, without hope of returning to the 
Church. Solikewiíe Hen. Vorftius animad. in Pirke pag. 230. 
And anfwerably hereunto fome Divines have diftinguifhed 
Excommunicatio Minor, Major, and Maxima. The firft 
isfufpenfion from the Sacrament. The fecond is a cafting out 


of 
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ofthe Church, anda delivering over to Sathan : which yet is 
a medicinall xcommunication for the dettru&ion of the feih , 
that che fpirit may be faved. Thethird ts Anatbzmz Marana- 
tha, anaccuriing of aman to the comimg of Chri(t, with- 
out hope of mercy 3 which is excommunicatio exterminztiva, and 
cannot be done, without a proph:ticall Spirit. Corn. Bertramus 
de repub. Ebreor cap. 7. faith that our fufpention trom the Sacr.- 
ment anfwercth to their Niddwi: our Excommunic:tion to 
their Chérem. And for their Schammatayhe thinks it was an ad- 
judging of one to eternall death ; whereunto anfwereth the A- 
"poftles Amzthems, and the Churches devoting of Falim the jJ) 
Apoflate, as one to be no more prayed for, but to be prayed J / 
againft. Munflerus will have Schammata to be the fame with 
Niddui. Wherein Mafter Selden agreeth with him, ftill holding 
a diference between Niddui, and Cherem, as between the lefler, 
and the greater excommunication: de Iure mat. & Gentium, 
l 4. c. 8. Ofthe fame opinion is Io. Coch, Annot. in Exc. Gem. 
Sanhedrin.p.149. But Conftantinus ? Empereur annot.in rempubs 
Ind. tels us, that the Talmudilfls indivers places, do diftinguith 
the three degrees of Excommunication,as Bertramus doth ; and 
that Schammata was the higheft Excommunication, greater then 
either Niddui or Cherem, he proves not onely by the Epitheton , 
adonai added by the Chaldee paraphrafe Num.21. 25. Et percuffit 
eum Ifrael per Schammata dei; but further from the words of 
Rabbi Solomm,comparing one excommunicated by Scbamm ta, 
to the fat caft in the Furnace, which is wholly confümed, and 
which never comes out, {o he that is Schazmmatized, is loft for 
ever, and without all remedy unto alleternity. He confirm- 
eth it alfo, from the words of Elias above mentioned. It is not 
much to my prefent argument, to difpute whether the 
jJewes: had three diítin& degrees of excommunication 
or two only. However it’s agreed, that the Jews had 
their Excommunicatio Minor & Major. And Niddui wasan 
Excommunication for 30. dayes, during which time if the 
perfon ( man or woman ) repent, well and good: if not,he 
was excommunicate,for other 30. dayes, Yea,faith Do&or Bax- 
torf, the time might be triplicate to 90.dayes. And if after all 
that time he repent not,then he was excommunicate, with the 
G3 greater 
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greater excommunication Chere. And fo much for the de- 

j grees. 
As for the manner, and rites of their excommunication, it 
( z) Lexicon. Was done moft folemnly, (2) Doctor Buxtorf tells us, ifthe 


Chald. Talmud, party was prefent, the fentence of Excomniunication was pro- 


€ Rabbin. poge nounced againft him by word of mouth: If he wasabfent, there 
3468. Excom- was a writ publikely affixed, containing the fentence of Excom- 


mauuicatio fiebat om : A : : 3 
gumdque ver. Munication, which writ was not publifhed, till the offence 


bis expr[is, Was proved, at leait by two witnelles. 

quando excom- I 2 “we 
municandus er at prelims s quandoque feripto publicé affixe, quando abfer's erat. Hinc legitur in Maj- 
emne in libro Madda cop. 7. Se. 2. Q womedo fi: Niddui : dicit N. effo m excommunicatione, Si. 
excommunicant ewm in faciem, id ef prelentem, dicit N. bic effo in excommunicatione five banns. 
jbil.pag.2469. Nuncius vel minijicr pub 'icu: judicii cá fide babetur, ut fi dicat, N- d me citatus ad 
Fudicium, contemp/it me, aut vilipeudit Iudicem, aut dixir [a volle cori parete in Judicio, tunc famma- 
tifent ipfum ad verba ej us, fed non {cribunt [uper eo Schedam Excommuntcationis Shammata,donec ve» 
nerint duc quo teftentur ipfum nolurffe compar.te ad Iudicium. — . ^ 


Ic is certain from Pirke Rabb. Elierfér cap. 38. that Cherem was 
not without an aff:mbly of ten at leait. And it isascertaine 
that Chere was not onely in a folemn, but in a facred manner 

rformed, which is manifett from that Formula Auathematis, 

T2. which(*)Do&tot Buxtarf hath tranfcribed out of an old Hebrew 
Rabtin. p. 828. Manufcript ; and trom (  ) another forme, which Hex. Vorftins 


Ex fententia domini Dominorum, fit in Anathemate Ploni Filiw Ploni, in utraque domo Iudicii, Sue 
periorum [cilivet © Inferiorum, in Anathi mate item Sandlorum Excelforvm, in anathemate Seraphim 
t?? Ophannim, in anathemate denique tot. us Ecclefie, m aximorum y minimorum (9c. 

(b) Another forme more full and large fee in Vorjiiv his Animadverfions upon 
Pirke pag.226- to 230. Decreto vigilum aique edicto San&orum anathemizamus, adjuramus, 
excommunicamus Schammatizamus,maledicimus,execramus cx fententia hujus loci atque ex 
fcientia huj us cæ às, hoc libro legis,fexcentis tredecim prxceptis in illo confcripris. Anathes 
mate quo Jefhus devo vi: Jericho 5 maledi&ione quà maledixit Elifevs pueris, & maledi&ione 
quam imprecatus cft Gichzzi fervo fue. Shammate quo Schammatizavit Barack Meroz, &c. 
Nomine Acbibarie Jah Domini Zebaoth. Nomine Michiel Principis magni. Nomire Matka- 
theron cujus nomen eft ficuti nomen Domini cjus. Nomine Sandalpkox qui n«&it coronas 
pro domino fue. Nomine Nominis 42. literarum. Nomine quod apparuit Mofi in Sinais 
Nomine quo difficuit Mofes Mare; Nomine Ebieb a'cber Ebieb, Ero qui eros Arcano nomi- 
nis Amphorafch. Scriptura qug exarata eft intabu'is. Nomine Domini exercituum Dci Ifra- 
elis, qui fedit inier cherubim, &c | Maledi&s ex ore nominis celebrandi, & tremendi, quod 
ec reditu" ex oreSicerdotis magni die expiationum, &c- Evellatur ipfe é rabernaculo, No- 
lit dominus illt condonare, fed tunc fumet furor & indignatio contra virum illum. Jncum- 
bant illi omnes maledi&iones confcriprz in hoc libro legis. Expellat nomen ejus fub czelo, & 
fcgreget illum in malum ex omnibus tribubus Tfraelis, juxta omnes execrationes hujus faderis 
confignatas in hoc libro legis, &c. Hac fit voiuntas Dei & dicatur Amen: 

taketh 
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taketh out of Col Bo both thewing , that ic was not a civill,but 
afacred bu'ineffz, done in the name and authority of the God of 
heaven: and the latter formula fill ufed in mot of the Jewilh 
Synagogues as Vurflius informesus — 
We readalío in Pirke Rabb. Eliefer cap.38. (7) thatthe Cu- ( p ) Quid 
ibites (who were alfo called Sumaritans) after they had been 777 v 
circumcifed by Rabb. Doftai, and Rabbi Zacharias, and had been 4.) & Jeho- 
taught by them out of the Book ofthe Law ; they were excom- fui? Congre- 
municateby Ezzz, Zerubbabel, and Desa chehigh Prieft; 300. gaviront totam 
Priefts, and 300. Diíciples, and the whole Church, in the Tem- Wcdafam m 
ple; the Trumpets founding, and the Levites finging ; they did m s i 
even by the great name of God, excommunicate the Cuthitely dom'ni & in- 
that there fhould be no fellow-thip between any man of lírael trodux rant 
and the Cuthites, that no Profelyte fhould be received of the 300 fac rotes, 
Cuthites ; and that they fhould have no part in the refurrection & 309. ap 
of the dead, nor in the building of thehoufe ofGod, nor in reu 3 
Terufalem. . This patfage Doctor Buximrf, in his Rabbinical q.v Sy quibus 
L:xicon, p. 2 464. end Matter S. Iden de Ive at. & Gentium. 1.4. erant in mani 
e. 8. have obferved out of Pirke ; and Do&or Buxtorf, both there bus zco. 
and differt de lit. Hebr.. thef: 49. notcth the three words ufed by "e > , 
the Hebrews in this relation, payo) prowl Damna! that idm me ena 
is, they did excommunicate them both by Niddui, Cheren, and. ym = 
Schammata. And fo much for the manner and rites. cantabant & 


p(allebant: & 
excommunicabant Cuthzos per myftcrium nominis Te risgrammati, & per fcripu am dee 
fcriptam in Tabulis legis, & per anathema fori fuperioris fcu. cxletlis , & pr anathema 
fori inferioris feu terreftris. ita ut nemo Mrrelitarum unquam in pofterum comedere buccel- 
lam aliquam Cuthzorum. Hinc dicunt Quicunque cemedic carnem Cutbzi, is vefcitur quafi 
carne percir à. Curheus quoque ne feret profelytus, neque haberet partem in r: (urre&tione 
mcfrcuoium, juxta illud quod fcriptum eft, Non ad vis fimul mobifcum attinet. inflauratio domus 
dei nosiri : neque in hoc neque in futuro fecu!o. Prxrerea quoque. ne baberet partem in Jerufa- 


lem. hinc dicitur, Vobis non eff pars neque j s, neque memoria in Feru‘alem. "Tranfmifeiunt 
autem Ana:hema hocad Ifraclitas qui erant in Babylonia. 


As for the authority, by which a man was excommunicated,, 
we fee (by that which hath been already noted ) that it was a. 
xcii and judicial] a& andit was neceflary there fhould-be at 

eat an Aflembly often. Thofe formule betore cited, makeit 
evident that it was an authoritative fentence of an Ecclefiafticall ` ; 
Affembly, (and therefore doneas it were in name of the Court : i 


of. 


E 
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of heaven, to which purpofe domm Indicii fuperioris feu caleftiz, 
was mentioned in the bulineffe, and it was a juridical] or fo- 
reníicall a&, and done folemnly in the Temple, in that cafe of 
the Cuthites) Drufius de tribus Sctiis Indeorum lib. 4. Num. 257. 
concéning the Difcipline of the Effe 125, and their Excommu- 
nicating of ungodly perfons, tells us it was done by a hundreth 
men Affembledtogether. Ic is very true, which Mr. Selden ab- 
(4) Anot Gem lerveth, de Iure nat. & Gentium 1. 4. c. 8. the Hebrews writ of a 
in Ex. Saske. Judiciall excommunication, and of an extrajudicial] excom- 
drin. p.t47-R- munication, by which one private man might excommunicate 
Simon, fi Li another. Yet, that extra‘udiciall excommunication could not 
k (ch cuftoaie- 1 e : 1 om e> 1 . 
bit horturevenit and in force, unieffe it were ratified by the Court ; and ofit 
quitam @ fice felfe, it was rather optative, or imprecative, than obligstive : asis 
cepi: vrvere. Ille manifelt by the Intance, which (4) Fo. Coch gives us ex Gem. 
inclamare : hic Med Caton. Two men faving mutually excomnunicated 
i red P €- each other, itcommcth to an authoritativedecifion. He that 
recémmunicatus had excommunicated che other, for that for which he ought to 
cfo Tu vicifim have been puniíhed by a pecuniall mala, but not by excommu- 
irquitahet — nication, was himfelt juftly excommunicate by the other,accord- 
excommaunicats ino to the laft of the24- caufes of excommunication before 
effe. -— mentioned, that is, that he who unjufily excommunicateth 
5 shridhus "^ another, fhall be himfelfe excommunicated. Sotheexcommu- - 
numquid anatke- nicating ofthe one man for a civillinjury was declared null : 
mati obnoxius > and the excommunicating of the other, for his unjuft act of ex- 
fum? Adiit R- communication, was ratified. Which doth not onely prove 
Lakich [uer tat | have faid of private, or extra'udiciall excommunication: 
boc Scbile 2 : : 
referer. Re{pone but alfo confirme what I afierted before, concerning the caufes 
fumeft : ipfas ofexcommunication, thatit was notfor perfonall or civill in- 
eAnsthema and- juries, but for matter of fcandalJ. And that pecuniary muléts 
thems eff stuvm and excommunication , were not inflicted for the fame but 
mullum cfi. — different caufes. And fo much forthe anthority. 

(c) Beef, — Lheeffets of excommunication were Ce ) thefe. He might 
Lexion (hala. rot be admitted into an Affembly of ten perfons. He might not 
Talm.@ Ra^. fic within foure cubits to his neighbour. He might not (have, 
p-130§. 828. his hair, nor wath himfelf. It was not lawfull to cat nor 

drinke with him. He that dyed in excommunication got no 
Funerals, nor was there any mourning made for him, but a 
ftone was fet over him, to Gomi that he was worthy to be 


ftoned, 


bd 
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ftoned, becaufe he did not repent, and becaufe he was feparated 
from the Church. An excommunicate perfon might not make 
up the number often, where there were nine. The realon was 
becaufe he might not be acknowlédged for a Church Member, 
or one who could makeup alawfull Affembly. Druftus de tribus 
fetis Iudeorum lib. 3. cap. 1i. draweth two confequences from 
that excommunication of the Cuthites before mentioned. 
1. That it was not lawfull for a Jew, to eat bread with a Sama- 
ritan. 2. That the Samaritans were eut off from the Jewith 
Church,and that without hope of regrede, being Shammatized. 
. It is more difputable, how farre forth Exommunication did 
deprive a man of the liberty of acceffeinto the Temple. The 
Talmudifts hold, that of old an Excommunicate perfon might 
enter intothe Temple, yetfo ashe might be known that he 
was Excommunicate. It is faid in Pirke Rabb. Elicfer cap. 17. 
that Solomon built two Gates, one for Bride-grooms, another 
for Mourners and Exconimunicated perfons; and when the 
Children of Ifrael, fitting between thefe two Gates, upon the 
Sabbath-dayes and Holy-dayes, did fee a Bride-groomecome in, 
they knew him, and did congratulate with him: but when they 
faw one come in at the doore of the mourners, having his Lips. 
covered; they knew him tobe a mourner, and faid, He that 
dwells in this boule, comfort thee. But when they faw one come in 
at the doore of mourners; with his Lips not covered, they 
knew him to be Excommunicated, and {pake to him on this 
manner. He that dwells in this boue comfort thee, and put into thy 
minde; tohearken untothy Neighbours. The like you have iz co~ 
dice Middotb cap.2. Seti. 2. where it is {aid that ordinarily, 
all chat came into the Temple, did enter upon the righthand; 
and they went out upon the left hand, thofe excepted to whom 
fome fad thing had befallen 5. and when it was asked of fuck a 
one,why doft thou enter upon the left hand,he either anfwered; 
thathe wasa mourner, and then it was faid to him, He that 
dwells in this boufe comfort thee, or he anfwered, becaufelam 
Excommunicate ( {o readeth Buxtorf ) or quia ego contamina- 
ts rejicior ( fo readeth l Empereur) and then it was faid to him, 
He thatdwells inthis bowfé, put into thy mindey to hearken tothe 
wards of thy companions, that they may reftore thee. The fame 
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thing is cited e libro Mufar by Drufins preter. lib. 4.in Jo. 9. son 


His opinion is that ("220 thofe that were feparateiandex- ' 


communicate by the leffer excommunication, were admitted in- 

to the Temple, in the manner aforefaid : but that they were not 

admitted into the Synagogue :becaufe its added in libro Mufar, 

( which I finde alfo added in the fore-mentioned place of Pirke 

| R. Eliefthat after the temple was deftroyed,it was decreed,that 
Bride-grooms and Mourners fhould come into the Synagogues, 

and that they in the Synagogue, íhould congratulate with the 

one, & condole with the other.Behold faith Drzfisr, no menti- 

on here of excommunicate perfons, for they did not comein- 

tothe Synagogues. Peradventure every Excommunieate per- 

fon, had not acceffe to the Temple neither, but he that was 
extrajudicially, or by private perfons excommunicate, as 

thole words might feeme to intimate, He that dwells in this houfe 

put into thy mind, to hearken to thy neighbours or companions, that 

they may reftore thee. Or if you take it to extend to judiciall ex- 

CE) De bis communication, then Hen. Vorftius doth expound it, animad. 
merit dubitari 1% Pirke p. 169. (y fo, as it maybe underítood'onely of the 
potefl, namli- leffer excommunication, when there was ftill hope of repen- 
cuerit ipfis [acra tance, and reconciliation. So Io. Coch: ub; Japra pag. 149. thinks 
adire limina, — chat an excommunicate perfon: was not altogether caít out of 
(tain the Synagogue, but was permitted to heare, and to be partaker 
conmunicatio. Of the Do&tvine, bat otherwife and in other things he wasfe- 
nisgenerevel parate, and not acknowledged fora Church Member; and this 
COT mutati he faith of TND menudde of him that was (imply excommu- 
erant uis en? nicate by theleffer excommunicationor NiZdwi. But he faith. 
a A otherwife of him that was excommunicate with Cherem. Nox 
mum, abáqs fa. cet, non docetur. He is neither permitted to teach, nor to be 
cra cogita mtra. taught. Grotius on Luke 6.22. tells us, that excommunicate per- 
Templum fuiffe fons under Niddzi, came no otherwife to the Temple than 
admıfja ? De Heathens did, that is, had no liberty to come into the Court 
TINO 444 oF ttael. However, fach as were excommunicate by Cherens 

ratio efje potefly ~ i : be Tele, ith Makes : 

euin bi {pes ve- Were ot permitted to come neere the Temple, taith Matter eemfe in 
nienn fucrit his Cbriflian Synag. p.138. An excommunicate perfon of the 
adempta. tirit fort, ( Niddai, ) when he came to the Temple, Or Syna- 

| gogue, you fee (by what hath been faid) he was there publike- 
Jy bearing his frame, and looked upon as one feparate ip the 
Jom- 
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Communion ofthe people of God.And fo much for the effects. 
The end of Excommunication was fpirituall, (s`) that a 
finner being by fuch publike fhame and feparation humbled, (g) M.sd- 
might begained to repentance, and thereby his foule faved ; 4¢ de ture wa- 
( which is the end of Church Difcipline, not of civill cenfures.) "9, ue 
: . : um Jib.4.cap.8. 
The Court waited 90. dayes upon his Repentance, and did not Ejfeffns ac 
proceed to Cberem;except in cale of his continuing impenitency, finir excommu- 
when all that time he gave no figue of repentance, nor fought nicatiena hujuf- 
abfolution. modi, Iute Coms, 
C From all that hath been faid, I hope it’s fully manifeft, that 777 04) w 
i Mid ; folite populari- 
the Jewith excommunication was an Ecclefiafticall cenfüre, um confuetudj- 
and not ( as ( t Mafter Pryzze would have it) a civil excommuni= nis libertate 
cation, like to an outlary at Common Law. reus privaretur, 
- Tconcludewith a paffage of Drufius de Tribus Setfis Iudeorum we ae fo 
lib. 4.c4p. 22. concerning the Effeans, who did moft religi- 275 4^ "mim 
i ae D. ©, mentem rediens 
óufly retaine the Difcipline of Excommunication. Ius ditturi fotueretut fen- 
inter fe congregantur centum viriy qui eos quos deprehenderint reos c tentid, 
improbos expellunt e cetu fao. Thefe words he citeth out of Sal- (h) 7ndepen- 
manticenfis. Being to Indge or give fentence among themfelves, 44510 eine 
hundreth men are gatbered together, whe doeexpell from their A ffene- MA af k 
bly thofe whom they find to be guilty and ungodly. ` He addeth this Queftions PAs 
Teftimony of Rufinus. Deprebenfos verà in peccatis d fua congre- 
gatione depelunt. Such as are deprebended in finnes they put away 
from their Congregation. Loe, an Ecclefiafticall Excommuni- 
cation becaufe ofícandalous finnes. 


CHap. V... 
Of the cutting off from among the people of God, frequently men- 


tioned in the Law. 


D hath been much controverted, what fhould be the neaning 
of that commination, fo frequently ufed in the Law of Ado- 
Ses: that foule fhall be cut off from among his people. The radix 
113) fignifieth properly fuch acutting-off, as is like the'cutting 
offa Branch from the Tree: and NIIA cutting off; is applied 
to divorcement, Dent,2 4-1. a bill of. divorcement, in the Hebrew; 
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of entting of. So Ij3.$0.1. Ter. 3. 8. Je iscectaine that DII pae) 
rath doth not neceflarily GigniBe to ait off by death , deftez&i- 
on, ora total] abolition of the very exiftence of him that is 
cut.off > but any cutting off, by whatfoever loffe or punifhment: 
itbe. TheSeptuagints render it, not feldeme , by fnch words 
as lignilie the loffe or punifhment of the party, without dee 
firoying him, as by sorra, Yarnigse, came, xalawem]e, abe 
findo, ampute, fuccidr, excitds, mamie avelloyabffrgba, timamu, 
demitto «rejet, circumcido, apescé, &Eeipto, aufero, TiTa peretie,. 
nx)” verbero, Sometime they render it by 3«reíCe. centero, esettro,, 
ttreuda excitlia : to firike ont , C fonjetime, te Feafh outy Of» to wipe: 
eff {pots or filth, as H.Stephanus-telsus: thence He, the 
cloth wherewith we wipe our hands when we wath them) 
Nub. 19. 13+. that foule fball be cut off from Ifrael, The Septua- 
gints iareCicery 3 dux eer ba irean Yeawhere they render 
it by gEeacretu, that earcsediong or cutting off is fometimes - 
neant of captivity Aimas 1.5. fometimesof the decay and dif 
folution.of aMonarchy Execb.5 1.12. Sometimes of the depas 
fition or repudiating. of Priefts. 1 Sam.2.33. the mam of thine 
xam I feall uet eus off fram mine Altar. Sometimes generally for 
a judgement or punifhment, 7/2.22.25. The Engliíh eranflators 
in fome places where it is [12 in the originall and €orrhpdiw, 
render it to fzile, 1. Kings 2.4. to loole 1 Kings 18.5: Sometime 
they render the fame originall word. to bew,1 Kings 5.6. to bew 
timber, Fer.66. Sometime fimply o cut, Ezech,36.4.thy navell wat 
not cutn other places where the Septuagints have &epo aufero, 
the Englifh hath to faile, 1 Kings 8.25 .& 9.5.2 Chro. 7.18. This 
éaic-is the word ufed by the Apoftle in the cafe of Excommu- 
nication, 1 Cor.g.13.. ` Be 

There are five different opinions concerning: that essing off 
mentioned in tlie Law. Firft, Augzftine in divers places, under- 
ftands the meaning to be of the fecond death or eternal] con=- 
demnation. But this is notfütable to the infancy of the Jew- 
ith Church s for whilesthey were bredünder the pedagogy of 
the Law, things eternall and invifible were not immediately 
and nakedly propounded wito, them, but: under ‘the fhadows 
and figures of temporal] and vifible things. So tliat if esernalb 
deathi were the ultimate intendment. of that conuat = 
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verily believe it was) yet it muft needs be acknowledged, that 
there was fome other punifhment in this life, comprehended 
under that phrafe, to refemble in fome fort, and toíhadow 
forth chat everlafiing cutting of. 

2. Some underftand that cutting off to be when a man dieth 
érexe@, without children, having no off-{pring or pofterity 
behind him to preferve the memory of him; for he that left 
children behind him, was efteemed to live in fome fort after 
he wasdead. But the cutting off in the Law, is privative, not 
negative, it is a depriving of a man of what hehath, not the: 
denial! of what he would have. Neither was that of the pre- 
ferving of ones name in the pofterity, applicable to women,but 
to their husbands onely ; whereas their cutting off was threat- 
ned to all that were guilty, whether men or women. Finally, 
if that were the fence , then the cutting off did neither belong 
to fuch as choofed voluntarily to live unmarried, nor to men: 
who being married had children to preferve their memory after 
their death. But all that committed fuch or fuch a finne, were 
tobe cut off , whether married or unmarried, whether having 
children or wanting children. 

3. Others underftand capitall punifhment to be inflicted by 
thecivill Magiltrate. But if all the offences for which cutting 

was threatned in the Law, had been punifhed by death, the 
Mofaicall lawes, nolefle then thofe of Dracomight have been 
faid to be written in blood, faith i Gerfomms Bucerws. — Is it i De gubern.. 
erediblethat all and every one, who did by any chance, eate Ecc^pg.57. 
the fat, or the blood. or did make a perfume for fmell like to- 
the holy perfume , or did touch a dead body, or agrave, or 
atent wherein a man had died, orany thing whichan unclean: 
perlon. had touched, and had not been. thereafter fprinkled' 
with the water of feparation; were without mercy to die for 
any of thefe things? Yet thefe were cut off from among their > 
people Exod. 30. 38. Lev. 7.15517. Num. 19.13. 20: Another: 
reafon [take from Avercerus on Gen.17. 14. We nowhere finde - 
either in Scripture,or in the Jewifh writings ,,thatfuelrof the- 
feed o£. Abrabam., as did megle&: dixo id , Werepunifhed: 
by the Sword ef the Magiftrate,. yet by the Law fuch were to be 
cutoff. Now-withour all controverfie frch:were excluded from: 
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communion with the Church of Ifrael , and being fo excluded 
they were faid properly to bc cut off from among their people, 
faith Mercerus.. And moreover the cutting off in the Law, is 
exprefled by fuch a word, as doth not neceffarily fignifie that 
the perfon cut off ceafeth to have any being,but it is ufed to 
fignifiea cutting off from abeneft, relation, orfellow(hip, 
when theleing remains,as was noted in the beginning. 

4. Many of the Hebrews whom M. Ainfworth annot.in Gen. 
17.14. Exod.3 1.14. Numb. 15.50. followeth , underftandb 
that cutting offjuntimely death , or the fhortning of life,before 
the naturall period. This interpretation I alfo diflike, upon 
thefe reafons, 1. That which is taken fora foundation of that 
opinion, namely, that the cutting off in the Lawis meant 
onely as a punifhment of private finnes known to God alone, 
and which could not be proved by witneffes this (I fay ) is ta- 
ken for granted which is to be proved. 2. Yea, the contrary 
appeareth from Levit.17.4,5. the end of that cutting off was, 
that the children of Ifrael might feare to doe that thing which 
they faw {o punifhed. Buthow could they makethis ufe of a 
Divine judgement infli&ed for fome private finne, they knew - 
not for what? 3. The commination of Divine judgements is 
added in a more proper place Deut. 28. Lev. 26. and in divers 
places, where wrath and punifhment from God is denounced 
againít all fuch as would not obferve his Commandements, 
nor keepe his Statutes and Judgements. But the cutting off is 
a part (and a great part) of thecorre&ive or penall Mofaicall 
Lawes, which containe punifhments to be infli&cd by men,not 
by God; which makes Pifcator almóft everywhere in his Scho- 
lia to obferve, that ex[cindetur is put for exfcinditer , that foule 
fall be cut off for, let that foule be cut off. 4. The cutting off was 
a diftinguifhing punifhment; they that did fuch and fuch things 
wereto becutoff, and in being cut off, were to beare their 
iniquity, Lev.18.29. Numb. 15.31. But we cannot fay that 4- 
bijah the fonne of iat or King Foftsh, being taken 
away by an untimely death, were thereby marked with a 
figne of Gods wrath, or that they were cut off from among 
their people, and did beare their‘iniquity. “5. And where- 
as they obje& from Levit. 17. 10. & 20.556. that the cutting of 
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was a worke of God, not of men, it iseafily anfwered from 
that fame place, it was onely fo, in extraordinary cafes, when 
men did negle& to punith the offenders. Levit.20.4,5. And if 
the people of the land hide their eyes from tbe man, when be giveth 
of bis feed unto Molech, and kill him not: then I will fet my face 
againft that man , and againft bis family,.and will cut bine off. 
Which giveth light to the other place Levit. 17. 10. What I 
have faid againft the third and fourth opinion, doth militate 
againít Eraftus, for he expoundeth the catting off thefe two 
waies , that is either of capital! punifhment, or of deftruction 
by the hand of God , yet he inclineth chiefly to the laft. See 
lib.5.c.6. He toucheth this cutting off in divers places but valde 
jejune.And becaufe he is pleafed to profeffe he had no skil of the 
Hebrew;he appealeth co the word £»2o3»4'», Of which before. 

There is a fifth expofition , followed by many both Popiíh 
and Proteflant writers , who underftand by the cuitizg off, ex- 
communicating or cafting out from the Church , and of this 
opinion are fome very good Hebritians, as Schindlerus lexic. 
pentagl. pag.655. Cornelius Bertramus de republica Ebreorum. 
cap.2. Godwyns Mofès and Aaron lib. 3. cap. 4. The Jewifh Ca- 
nons of Repentance printed in Latin at Cambridge, anno 1631. 
where the Hebrew hath NIJ the Latin hath ordinarily Excom- 
municatio. So doe divers of our foundeft writers take the cut- 
ting off in the Law to be excommunication. Symopf. pur. Theol. 
Dif. 48. Thef: 24. 39. There are thefe reafons for it. 

1. The cutting off had reference to an Ecclefiafticall corpo- 
raion or fellowíhip. Te is not faid, that foule (ball be cut off 
from the earth 5, or cut off from the Land of the living , but, cut of 
from bis people : more plainly, from Ifrael, Exod.12.15. Num. 19. 
13. but moft plainly, that foule (ball be cut off from tbe Congre- 
gation( or Church )of Ifrael, Exo.12. 19-tbat foule (ball be cut off from 
among the Congregation (or Church) Num. 19. 20. intimating 
fomewhat Ecclefiafticall So Lev.22.3.that foule (bal be cut off from 
my prefence. The Septuagints dm’ iu from me. The Chaldee, fron: 
my face. And this was the very cutting off or excommunica- 
tion of Cain from the Church, by God himfelfe Geref: 4. 14. J] 
from thy face (ball I be bid. and vert. 1.4, and Cain went out from 
ibe prefence of tbe Lord. Tt is another and much different -— 
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which is ufed to expreffe cutting off from the world, or from 
the land of the living Exech.25.7. I will cut thee off from the pew 
ple, and will caufe thee to perifb out off the ('ountreyr, Jerem.1 1.19. 
Let us cut bim off from the land of the living. Zeph.1.3. I will eut 
off man from off the Land. i 

2. He that in his uncleanneffe did eate of an unholy thing 
was to be cut off Levit. 7. 20,2 1. yet for fuch a one was appoin- 
ted confeffion of (inne , and a trefpaffe-offering , by which he 
was reconciled and atonement made for him, as M. Ainfworth 
himfelfe tels us on Levit.5.2. whence] inferre, that the cutting 
off fuch a cne was not by death inflicted , either fromthe hand 
of the Magiftrate,or from the hand of God, but that the cutting 
off was Ecclefiafticall, as well as the reception or reconcilia- 
tion. I know M. Ainfworth is of opinion that the cutting off 
was for defiling the San&tuary prefamptuoufly , or eating of an 
holy thing prefumptuoufly, when a man was not cleanfed 
from his uncleanneffe : and that atonement by facrifice was 
appointed for {uch as defiled the San&uary ignarantly. But that 
which made him thinke fo, was a miftake; for he fuppofeth, 
that for finnes of ignorance or infirmity onely , God did ap- 
point Sacrifices ; but that for wilfull or malicious finnes there 
was no Sacrifice. See his annot. on Levit. 4.2. Which Fauftus 
Socinus alfo holdeth preletf. cap.22. p.144. But tome, thecon- 
trary is plaine from Levit.6.1. to 8. where we have atonement 
to be made by Trefpaffz offerings, for wilfull lying, perjury, 
fraud, robbing, or violence, which made the Septuagints, V.2. 
for commit a trefpaffe, to read, defpifing defpife the commandement: 
af the Lord. And whereas M. Ainfwortb confirmeth his opinion 
from Heb. 10.26. forif we finne wiffully after that we bave rectis 
ved the knowledge of the truth, there remzineth no more Sacrifice for 
finnes; lanfwer with Calvin, Beza, Hemmingius, and others 
upon the place, it is not meant of all finnes done wilfully, 
(which to hold were a moft dangerous and defpairing Do- 
. &rine, ) but of a totall defe&ion from Chrift and the truth. 
And now to returne, thereis nothing Levit.5.2. to excludea 
- Trefpaife-offering for one who fhould in his uncleanneffe wil- 
fully goe to the San&aary , ortouch an holy thing: butthere 
isthis realon, why itfhould not beexcluded, becaufe in that 
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very place Verfe1. hethatdid wilfully, for favourorimalice, 
conceale his knowledge, being a witneffe in judgement, was yet 
admitted to bring his Trefpafle-offering. © ~ "ET 
3. The Apoftle 1 (?r.5- givesus fome light concerning the 
cutting off ; for as Verf.6,7,8. moft manifettly he pointeth at 
the purging of all the congregation of Ifrael from leaven, Exed: 
12. fo Verf.13. when he faith, therefore put away fromamong your 
felves that wicked perfon y he phainly alludeth to Exod. 12.15,19. 
Whofoever eaters that. which ve. leavened, even that foule fhall be 
cut off from the Congregation, Car Church) of Ifrael. Theophylak on 
1 (or. 5-13. obferveth the Apoftles allufion to the old Law of 
cutting off: and Maccovius Cotherwife no very good friend to 
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that Excommunication was. transferred from the Jewes to us, 
by Chrift himfelfe Marth. 18. and that che cutting off mentio- 
ned inthe Law, is no other thing than that which the Apo- 
flle meaneth,when he faith , put away from among your felves that 
wicked perfor. | E". 

4. The cutting off foule from among his people did typi- 
fie or refemble eternall death and condemnation ; In which 
refpc& Peter doth fome way apply it to the daies of the Gofpell, 
that every foule which will not heare Chrift the great Prophet; 
[ball be deftrayed from among bis people, As 3.23. So Vatablus on 
Gen.17.1 4. that foul (ball be cut off, chat is, fhall not be partaker 
of my promifes, and of my benefits. So that as F. Coch. annet 
in Sanbedrin. cap. 9. faith well, death infli&ed by the hand of 
God is leffe then 23 cutting off. Nam exterminii poft mortem 
pena luitur. The fame thing GwilVorftius canfirsaedh out-of 


Maimonides, annot.in Maimon. de fundam. legis pag. 127. And | 


eAbrabanel de capite fidei cap. 9. faith that the greateff re- 


ward is the life of the world to come, and the greateft. puni{bment . 
is the cutting off of the foule. Now this could not {o fitly be re- _ 


fembled , and fhadowed forth by the cutting off from the land 
of the living, either by the hand of God, or bythe hand of 
the Magiftrace, as by cutting off from the Church , and from: 
she communion of Saints, by excommunication , which is 
fummum futuri judicii prejudicium, as Tertullian called it, and 


fore-fheweth that tbe ungodly foball not ftand in the judgement, nori 
| _ 4 Sinners 
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| finimers im tbe congregation of tbe rigbteom, Pfzl.1.5. But Godsta- 
king away of a man by death in the phrafe of the Old Tefta- 
ment jis not a cutting off from,but a gathering of bim unto his people; 
kGenagtz. yeakitis faid of wicked If»uae! when hedied, he mer gathered 
unte bis peoples; And as for the abbreviation of life, and the ún- 
timelinefle of death in youth, or middle age, that both is now, 
and was of old,one of the things which come alike to allsto thé 
geod as well as to thebad. Astouching the capital] punifh- 
ment of malefa&ors bythe hand of the Magifrate, it being 
founded upon ‘the very law of nature, and common to all 
Natioiis , without as well as within the Church , (fo that very 
oftén thofe from whom a malefatctor is cut off, ar: hor fo 
much as by profefion the Church and people of God:)it cannot 
fo fitly refemble the feparation or casing out of à man from — — 
having part or portion of the inheritance of the Saints in light; — 
-c 56 Dt. Buxtoif lexic. child. Talm. € Rabbin. page 1101. tels. — — 
usthacthis difference: was put between him that was guilty of — 
cutting off, and him that was guilty of death. Reus morris, ipfe 
tantum; nou femenejus: penaexcid't comprebendit ipfim &- femen — 
ejus. Now ifthe punifiment of death was perfonall onély and — - 
the punifhment of cutting off, comprehen(tve not :onely of 
them but oftheir feed how can this agree fo well, to any thing 
.elíe, as to Excommunication: efpecially if that hold which 
Godwys in his Mofc s and Aaron lib.5.cap.2. telsus,thatthe'chil? - 
dren of excommunicate perfons were not circumcifed. — — 
. 6. M. Selden de jurenat.e Gotlib. cap.tO. tels us, thet the 
Hebrew Do&ors themfelv/ s doe not agreeconc-rning that cot- 
sing off in the Law. He faith that R. Becbai and others, make 
three {orrs of cutting off. ż. a cutting off, whereby the body 
enely is cut off, which they under‘tand by that phrafe Levir.20. 
6. Iwill cut bim off from among bis people : -and this is untimely 
death Palm 55.23. Blondy and deceitfull men [ball not live out balf 
their daies. 2. They fay there was another cutting off, which 
was of the foule onely’, Levit. 18.29. the fons thas commit thefe 
things m be cut off from among their people. By chis cutting off 
(they fay) the foule ceafeth-to have a being, the body ‘hot being 
taken. away by death, before the naturall Berid, 3. They 
make a third kind, whereby both foule and body is cut Offs 
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Num.15.35Y. That foule (ball be utterly cut off , bis inéquity fball be 
upon bim. Whereby Clay they ) both the body is destroyed be~ 
fore the natural! time, and likewife the foule ceaíeth to have a 
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the Law Excommunication muft needs be underitood by cut- 
ting off. Someunderfand the cutting off in the Judicial! or 
Civil] lawes, to be meant of capitall punifhments : and the 
eutting off in the ceremoniall Lawes ( which were properly 
Eccleíiafticall) to be meant of Excommunication, or cutting 
off from the Church onely. If anywhere the cutting off be 
Excommunication, it füffieeth me. Or what ever it may fig- 
nife more, or be extended unto, if Excommunication be one ` 
thing which itíignifieth , then they who thinke it fignifieth 
fome other thing befide Excommunication;are not againit me in 
this queftion. : Pus 
I fhal] conclude with that in the Dutch Annotations upon 
Gen.17.34. that foule [ball be cut off fram bis people. The Anno- 
tation Englifhed faith thus, thee mz» foall be excommunicate fram 
- the fellowfbip of Gods peaple. ‘This hind of exprefim implies elfa 
{4s fome dae conceive ) a bodily punifbment to be inflitfed witball by 
the Magiftrate. - They hold determinately and pofitively that it 
fignifieth: Excommunication. Whether it fignifie fome oe 
mT I 2 thing 
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thing belide, they judge not to be fo cleare,and therefore offer it 
to be confidered. i v 

It is^ut a poore argument, whereby Bifhop Bi/fom, of the Go- 
vernment of the Church, chap.4. would prove the cutting off not 
to be meant of Excommunication , becaufe it is applyed everr 
to capitall offences, fuch as the Law elfewhere appointeth men 
to beput to death for. As if it were any abfurdity to fay, that 
one and the fame offence, is to be punithed fub formalitate fean= 
dali with excommunication , Jhd fub formalitate criminis with 
capital! punifhment. And who knoweth not thata capital] - 
crime isa caufe of excommunication, which is alfo fometimes 
the fole punifhment, the Magiftrate neglecting his duty. If a 
known blafphemer or inceftuous perfon be not cut off by the 
Magiftrate as he ought by the Law of God: fhall he therefore 
not be cut off by excommunication ? If he had proved that all 
the caufes of cutting off in the Law were capitall crimes,he had 
-faid much : but that will never be proved. 


Crap. VI. 
Of the cafting out of the Synagogue. 


W E read of a cafting out of theChurclr, which was pre- 
tended to be a matter of confcience and religion, and 
fuch as did more efpecially concerne the glory of God, Ifa. 66. 
s. Tour brethren that bated you, that cafl you on: for my names fake, 
{aids let the Lord be glorified. Such was the cafting-out of the 
Synagogue, mentioned in the Gofpell Foh. 9.22. & 12. 42: 
& 16.2. Arias Montanus de arcano Sermone cap: 47. expounds it 
of excommunication from Church Affemblies. So the Mag- 
deburgians cent. 1. lib. 1. cap. 7. and Corn. Bertramus de repub. 
Ebreor. eap.7. Godwyn in his Mofes and Aaron, lib.3. capig. e 
lib.s.cap.2. - Wherein the interpreters alfo upon the places 
cited doe generally agree, Erafinus, Brentius, To. anus, Diodati, 
Cartwright in his harmony , Gerbard, ee. So lixewile M. Leigh 
out. of. Paulus Tarnovius , Smeuscyo]O* dicitnr ejeti m &-cetu 
facro Ecclefie, excommunicatus, See Critica Sacra of the new Teft. 
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pag.391. Sodoth Aretins, Theol. Probel. loc, 133. (though cited 
by our Oppofites againftus) he faith, though it was abufed by 
the Pharifees, yet it íheweth the Antient ufe of the the thing it 
felf, that there was fuch a difcipline in the Jewifh Church. Itis 
‘not much materiall, to difpete which of the degrees of the 
Jewith Excommunication, or whether all the three were meant 
by that cafting out of the Synagogue. Drufius, and: Grotiw 
expound, je. 9. 22, of Niddai. Gerbard expounds Fa. 
16.2. of all the three Niddui, Cherem, and Shammata. It. is 
enough for this prefent argument, if it was a {pirituall,. or 
Ecclefiafticall.Cenfüre, nota civill panifhment. Mafter Prynze, 
Vindic. pag. 48, 49. telsus. Fich, chis cafting out of the Syna- 
gogue, was not warranted by Gods Word , but wasonely a hi~ 
manéinvention. Secondly, as it was practiced by the Jewes, it 
was a diabolicall inftitution. Thirdly, that it was meerly a 
civill Excommunication, like to an Ouilary, whereby the party 
caft out, wasfeparatefrom civili converfation onely, or from 
all company with any man, but was not fufpended.from any 
Divine Ordinance. Fourthly, that itwas inflicted. by the Tem- 
porall Magiftrate. Fifthly , that in the Jewith Synagogues at 
that time, there was neither Sacrament nor Sacrifice, but onely 
Reading,Expounding, Preaching, Difputing, and Prayer, fo 
that it cannot prove fufpenfion from the Sacrament. To the 
firt, Tanfwer, it wasnot onely warranted. by the cutting-off 
mentioned in the Law, but Eraftw himfelfe gives a warrant 
for it from Gods word., He faith, pag:315. the cafting out of 
the Synagogue, was vel idem vel fimile quidpiam with that fepe- 
rating from the congregation Ez. 10. 8. To the fecond Aretiss 
hath anfwered. The beft things in the world may be abufed. 
To the third, I offerthefe eight confiderations to prove that ie 
wasan Ecclefiafticall, nota civill Cenfure. .' ! 
; Firft; the caufes for which men were put out: of'the Syna- 
gogues, were matters ofícaridall; offences in point ef Religi- 
on, and. we read. of none cat out of the Synagogue’ for a 
civill injury or crime ; It.was:for confeffing Chrift Ie. 9: 22. & 
12. 42. then counted: herde :.and for Preaching of che Go- 
fpellje-16.2... ^: Len vd Vial ais j 
Secondly, The Synagogicall Alany or Coutt; wasSpiri- 
3. 
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tuall and Eccletiafticall, as Ludoviezs de Diew- noteth upon 
Matth 10. 17. we read of the Rulers of ihe Synagogue, AG 3.15. 
among whom he that did preüde and moderate, was called the 
chiefe Ruler of the Synagogue AK.18. 8.17. nimes never given to 
-civill.Magiitates or Judges. Therefore Braghton makes this of 
the Rulers of the. Synagogue, to be one of the paralells be- 
tweenethe Jewifh, and the Chriáian Chu:ch. See his expofiri- 
eof the Lords Prayer pag. 14.16. As for chat Affembly ot the 
Pharilees,whichdid cat out, or excommunicate the blind man, 
I5. 9. Tafanus upon the place calls it Szaetms Eccleft sfticns; and 
Brentius acgueth from this example again the infallibility of 
Coun-ells, becaufe this Councell of the Phzrifees cali’d Chri 
himfelfea finner. 

- 3 TheCourt of civill Judgement, was in the Gates of the 
City, not in the Synagogue. - 

4 Such asthe Communion and fellowfkip was in th: Syna- 
gogue, fuch was the cafting out of the Synagogue. Put the 
Communion or fellowfhip, which one enjoyed in the Syna- 
gogue, was a Church-Communion and Sacred-fellowíhip, in 
acts of Divine worfhip. Therefore the cafting out of the Sy- 
nagogue was alfo Ecclefiafticall and Spirituall, not civill or 
temporal]. 

4 The end was Sacredand Spiritual], to glorifie God If. 66. 
s. te doe God good fervice I». 16. 2. in that which did more 
immediately and neerly touch his name and his glory; Though 
the Pharifees did falíely pretend that end, their error was 
not in mifiaking the nature of the Cenfure, but in mifapplying 
itwhere they had nojuft caufe. © rove 
. $ Mafter Pryane himfelf tells uspag. 49. That this excom- 

' munication from. the Synagogue was of force forty dayes 
(though I beleeve hehathadded ten’morethenenough, and if 
he tet laor his Bookes better, hewill find he fhouldhavefaid | 
thirty,:):«yet fo as that it might befhortned upon repentance. 
Butlpray, are civill punifhments fhortned. or lengthened ac- 
cording to the parties repentance ? know Church Ceníures are 
fo. BucThad thought, ‘the end of civill punifhments,: is not 
to reclaime a mans foule by repentance,and then to be taken off: 
but to guardthe Lawes of thé Land, to préferve Juttice, — 
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and good order,. to make others feare to doeevill; to uphold 
the publikegood. The Magitrate mud both paniíhand con- 
tinue punilhments, as long as is neceffary for thofe ends, whe- 
ther the party Þe penitent or not. i eh 
' 8 How isitcredible, that the holy Ghoft meaning to éx- 
preffe å ca‘ting out from civill company or converfation onely, 
which was not within, but without theSynagogue) would 
choofe füch a word as — the caíting out. froman Eccle- 
fiafticall o» Sacved AemblyX for fuch were the Synagogues, in 
which the Jewes had Reading,. Expounding,: Preach ing-and 
Prayer, ‘as Matter Prynne tellsus ) Chri himfelfe di3inguifh- 
eth theCourtor Judicatory, which was in the Synagogue, 
from civill Magiitracy Lud. 12.11. And when they bring you 
unto the Synagogu sand unto Magiftrates and Powers. Magi trat: 
and Powers are. civill Rulers, fupreame and fübordinate; but 


É $ 


the Synagogues are ditinat Courts fromboth:thefe. ` , °°» 


7 Our Oppoutes cannot give any other rationall interpreta- d 


tion ofthe word £rováyeys. Eraftus pag. 315. confeffeth, it 
is very hard to tell what it was. | He: gives chree conje&ures. 
Fic ‘chat it was fome ignominy.putupon: aman : which] 
thinkeno body denies, and icmay well: {rand with our inter- 
pretation. Secondly, he faith not thar it was a feparating of 
the party- from all ern» iny, or fociety with any man. ( tor which 
Matter Prynne citeth E^2fber with others) buta pulling away, or 
cafing otc of aman from fome particalar Towne oncly;'- tot 
intance;frony Nzzzreth. Thirdly, He faich,, itfeemes-alfo to. 
have been a refufall of the priviledges of Jewifh Citizens; or che 
efteeming of one no longer for atrue Jew, but for a Profelyte. 
But that a Profelyte,wlvo was free to.come both to Temple and 
Synagogue’ ( for of luch a Profelyte he:fpeaketh expreffely ) 
Mould bs ‘fad to’ be made drorordyayos it may well weaken, it 
cannot f'renethen his caufe. l uL 

'8. In ‘Tzemach David edit. Hen: Vorft. pag." 89: We 
read, that when the Sanhedrin did remove from. Hierufalem,, 
40: yeeres before the deftru€tion ofthe Temple; chere was a. 
Prayer compofed again t the Heretieks. Hen. Vorftins in his ab- 
ferv. pag. 285. fheweth out of Maimon. that it wasa male 
di&ory Prayer appointed tobe wed againft the Hereticks of that, 


time; 
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time, who encreafed mightily : and that R. Sol. Jarchi addeth 


this explanation of the word™'2") Minim, the Difciples of Je- 
-fus of Nazareth. D. Buxtorf. Lexic. Cbald. Talm. rab. pag.1201. ` 
colle&eth that this maledi&ory Prayer was compofed in 
Chrifls time, and againft his Difciples. Surely ic futeth no 
tory fo well, as that of the decree of cafting out,of the Syna- 
gogue 7o. 12. 42. Keali | 

. After all thefe eight confiderations, : this I mut adde; 
that doe not alittle admire, how Matter. Pryzze could cite God- 
wyns Jewifh Antiquities Jib. 5 . cap. 2. for that opinion, that the 
cafting out of the Synagogue was not an Ecclefiafii.all buc 
onely acivill cenfure. -Ithe had but looked upon the page im. 
mediately preceding, he had found this diftin&ion between the 
Ecclefiafticall and civill courts of the Jewes; The office of tbe 


_ Eccleftaflicall Court; was to put a difference between things holy and 


unholy, ec. It was a reprefentative Church, Hence is that, die 
Ecclefie. -Matt. 18. 17. Tell the Church becaufe unto them, 
belonged the power of excommunication, the feveral forts of 
which cenfure follow ; and fo he beginneth with thecafting out .. 
of the ‘Synagogue, as the firt or leffer Excommiumtication or 
Niddui, and tells us among other effe&s of it, that the male | 
Children of one thus caft out were not circumcifed. hag 
To Matter Prynnes fourth exception, the Anfwer may be col- - 
le&ed from what is already ‘faid. We never find the temporall — 
Magi(trate called the Ruler of the Synagogue, nor yet that he fate 
in Judgement in the Synagogue. The beating or fcourging iu 


‘the Synagogues, was a tumultuous diforderly a; weread of 


no fentence given, but onely tobe put out of the Synagogue, 
which fentence was given by the Synagogicall confiftory, made 
up of the Prieft or Priefts and Jewifh Elders. - For the power 
of judgingin things and caufes Ecclefiafticall, did belong to 
the Priefts and Levites, together with the Elders of Ifrael, 
3 Chro. 230 4. & 26.30. 32. 2. Chro.19.8. And therefore 
what realon Mafter Prynze had to exclude.the Priefts from this 
corre&tive power, and from being Rulers of the Synagogue, I 
know not. Sure] am the Scriptures cited make Priefts and 
Levites to be Judges and Rulers Ecclefiafticall; of which before. 
As for the chief Ruler of the Synagogue: Archyfynagogus erat 

pri- 
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primsrius im Synagoga Dotfor, fay the Centuri.ts Cent. 1. Jib. x. 
cap 7. and if{o, then nota civill Magiíirate. 

To the fifth. I Anfwer, 1. If there was an exclusion from Read- 
ing, Expounding,Preaching,and Prayer, chen much more from 
Sacraments, in which there is more of the communion of 
Saints. 2. He that was caít out of the Synagogue might not en- 
ter in the Synagogue, faith Afenochiusin lo. 9.22. therefore he 
did not communicate in Prayer with the Congregation , nor in 
other acts of Divine Worfhip, (which how fatre it is applica- 
bleto excommunication in the Chriftian Church,! do not now 
difpute, norareallof one opinion , concerning excommuni- 
cate perfons, their admiflion untofome, or exclufion from all 
cu" Ordinances, hearing of the word andall) I know 

raftus anfwereth the word Synagogue may fignifie either the 
materiall houfe, theplace of Affemblings orthe people, the 
congregation which did Affemble ; and fome who differ in 
Judgement from us in this particular, hold that when we read 
of putting out of the Synagogne, the word Synagogue doth not 
fignifie the houfe or place of publike worfhip (which yet it doth 
fignihe in other places , as Luk. 7.5.4. 18. 7.) but the Church 
or Affembly it felfe. But I take it to fignifie both joyntly ; and 
that it was acafting out, even fromthe place it felfe, fich as 
that Jo. 9. 34. xal éE&fanov durr 60. and tbey caft bim out, or 
excommunicated bim, as the Englifh ‘Tranflators adde in the 
Margine. Befides, Itake what it is granted. It was a cafting out 
fromthe Affembly, or Congregation it felfe. But how coulda 
man be caft out fromthe Congregation, and yet be free to come 
where the Congregation was Affembled together? O but he 
mut keepe off foure cubites diftance, from all other men. And 
wasthere fo much roome to reele to and fro in the Synagogue? 
I doe not underítand how a man fhall fatisfie himfelfe in that 
notion. But I rather thinke Bertramus fpeakes rationally, that 
he that was excommunicate by Niddui was {hut out ab bominum 
contubernio atque aded ab ipfius Tabernaculi aditu.de Rep.Ind.cap.7. 
which Niddui hetakes to be the fame with caíting outof the 

Synagogue. He that was caít out from mens fociety, muft 
needs be excluded from the publike holy Affemblies, andfrom 
the place where thefe Aflemblies are. Whereunto agreeth that 

I K which, 
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which we read in Exc. Gem. Sanhedrin cap. 3. Se. 9.acertaine 
Difciple, having after two and twenty yeerss divulged that 
which had been faid in theSchoole of R. Ammi, he was brought 
out of the Synagogue, and the faid Rabbi cauíed it ta be pro~ 
‘claimed, this isa revealer of fecrets. 
3 Icismorethen Mr. Pi-ynne can provethat the Sacrament of 
Circumci:ion was not then adminiftred in the Synagogues. The 
; Jewes do admini?er it in their Synagogues; and that Tob» was 
iy Civcumcifed in the Synagogue, fome gather from Luk. 1. 59. 
Venerunt, they came (to wir to the Synagogue) to Circumcife the 
Child; for my part I lay no weightupon that argument. But I 
fee ff? ground for Mr. Prynnes Affertion. à 
As for that which M. Prynne addeth in the clofe, that thofe 
who were caf out of the Synagogue might yet refortto the 
Temple, he hath faid nothing to prove it. I find the fame 
thing affirmed by Sutlivius de Prefbyt. pag. 25. (though had 
thought Mafter Prynnes Tenents of this kind, fhonld never have 
complyed with thofe of Epifcopall men, againft the Anti-Epif- 
copall party ) But neither doth Szt/iviw prove it; onely he 
holds that thecafting out of the Synagogue was meerely aci- 
vill Excommunication, and his reafon is that which he had to 
_ prove, that Chrift and his Difciplcs, when they were caft out of 
the Synagogues, had notwithílanding a free acceffe to the 
Temple. To my belt obfervation, Ican find no Inflance of any 
admitted to the Temple, while caft out of the Synagogue. I tarn 
again to Eraftws pag. 314. to fce whether he proves it.He gives 
us two inftances, firt of Chriit himfelfe who was caft out of 
the Synagogues, and yet came into the Temple. But how 
proves he that Ghritt Was amocure'yeyos? for this, he tells us 
onely Duis døbitat? who makes Queftion of it? Tam one who: 
thake à great Quefiion of iU, or rather put it out of Queftion, 
that Chrift was not caf out of the Synagogues; for what faith 
he hitnfelte To. 18.20. F ever taught in tbe. Synagocue, and in the 
Temple, whether tbe Iewes alvayes refort. Chrift was caft out of 
thé City of Nazareth in the tumultby the people Luk. 4. but 
here wasno cohnfiftoriall fentence, it wasnot the cafting out of 
theSynagogue of which our Quetion is. The other Inftance 
which Eraftes gives, helps him as little. The Apoftles faith 
he, 
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he,were cat out of the Synagogue, and yet immediately went 
tothe Temple, and taught the people 4é. 4. & 5. And how 
many Synagogues was Paul caít out of? 2 Cor. 1 :. Yet he is not 
reprehended for coming into the Temple. Anfw. I find no- 
thing of the Synagogue in thofe places which he citcth. It was 
the Councell,notthe Synagogue which the Apoiiles had to doe 
with AG. 4.75. ! 

But what have they gained -if they could prove that Chrift 
or his Apoíiles, while knowne to be excommunicate from the 
Synagogues, were admitted intothe Temple? How often did 
they come into the Temple, when the Prieiis, and Elders, and 
Scribes, would gladly have caft them out, but they feared the 
people, and fo were reftrained? Nay, what if they could give 
other Inftances, that fuchas were caft out of the Synagogue, 
Were permitted to come into the Temple ; what gaine they 
thereby ? If we underítand the cafting out of the Synagogue to 
be meant of Niddzi, of the leffer Excommunication as Drafius, 
Bertramus, Grotius, and Godwyne underftand it, we are not at all 
pinched or ftraitned. Nay, though we fhould alfo compre- 
hend the Cherem or greater excommunication under this cafting 
out of the Synagogue, all that willfollow upon the admiflion 
of fuch into the Temple, will be this, that excommunicate per- 
` fons-when they deíired to make atonement for their finne by 
Sacrifice, were for that end admitted into the Temple (which 
Who denies ? ) but {till with a marke of Ignominy uponthem 
as long as they wereexcommunicated, as ] have fhewed before. 
Chap. 4. Finally whereas Mafter Pryzze concludeth his Dit- 
couríe of this point, that we may as well prove excommunica- 
tion from Diotrepbes 3. I5. 10, asfromthe cafting outofthe Sy- 
nagogne, | admitthe paralell thus. ‘The Pharifees did caft out 
fronithe Synagogue fuch as profeffed ChriftDiorrepbes did caft- 


out. of the Church(as Fobx faith) fuch as received the Brethren. — 


Both clave errante: the Ecclefiafticall cenfure was abufed and 
mifapplyed; yet from both it appeareth, that Ecclefiafticall 
Ceníures were ufedin the Church. There was a cafting out of 
the Synagogue ufed among the Jewes, which the Pharifees did 
abufé.. "There: was! a cafting” out; of the’ Church ufed among 
Chriftians,. which Diotrephes E. abufe. remember T 
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Matter Goleman once draw an argument again{t excommunica- 
tion from that Text in Iobz concerning Distrepber. Which is as 
if we fhould. argue thus, the Scripture tells us itis afinne to 
condemne the righteous, Ergo it isafinneto condemne. Itisa 
finne to cak out of the Church godly perfons who-love and 
reccive the Brethren, Ergo it is a finne to caft out of the Church. 
A fallacy 4 difo fecundam quid ad dictum fimpliciter. The weight 
is laid upon the application of fuch a Cenfure to fuch perfons : 
An unjuit Excommunieation isnot imitable, but a jut Excom- 
munication is imitable according to the warning given us in 
the words immediately added, follow not that which ts evil, but 
that which is good. 


GHAP. VII. 


Other Scripturall Arguments to prove an Excommu- 
cation in the Yewifh Church. 


Nother Scripture: proving Excommunication in: the 

Jewifh Church (whieh is alfo paralell to that cafting out 

ofthe Synagogueas Eraftus himfelfe toldus )is Ezra. 10. 
8. that whofsever would not come within three dayes, according to the 
sounfell of the Princes and Elders, aW bis Substance fbould be forfeited, 
end bimfelfe feparated from.the Congregation ( or Church, Tt is 
Kabal in the Hebrew,. and- éxxanvie in the Greeke ) of 
thofe that had-been carryed away. 

This feparation from theCongregation or Church is not 
meant of banifhment, but of Excommunication, asit is inter- 
preted by Lyra, Hugo Cardinalis, Cajetan, Nicholaws Lombardus, 
Mariana, Corseliut a lapide: of Proteftants Pellicanus, Lava- 
ter, Diodati, the Dutch Annotations, the late Englifh Anno- 
tations; allupon the place. Alfo by Zepperus de pol. eccl.lib.3. 
cap.7. and divers others who cite that place occafionally. Amp- 
Singius dip. adver{. Anabaptift. pag.276. doth from that place 
confute the Anabaptifts tenent , that there was no other buta 
Civill Tribunall in the Jewifh Church. Bedz uponthe place 
cals this Aflembly a Synod, finita Synodo en paye -— 
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lib.11.cap.5. expreffeth the punifhment of thofe whowould 
not come to Hierufalem at that time, thus, dauoreie Surg y'a» 
FS MANDES TP; Clas UTV xaT) Tho OW aperu por xeir & piepuwdago. 
wins A double puniihment daumorgiacre and d'pitgeris: the for- 
mer is referred to the perfons themfelves , and it fignifieth an 
abalienat'on of thofe-perfons from the Congregation, not a 
banifhing or driving of tiem out of the Land; for dure» 
fignifieth to abalienate a perfon or thing, by renouncing and 
quitting theright, title, and interet which formerly we had 
in that perfon or thing; fo houfes, lands, perfons, &c. are ab- 
alienated, when (though they and we remaine where before) 
we ceafe to ownethem as ours; and thus the Congregation of 
Ifrael did renounce their intereít in thofe offenders, and would 
net owne them as Church-members. The other puniihment 
was the dedicating or devoting of their fubftance. Gelenizs the 
Interpreter hath rightly rendered the fence of Jofephus : Et qif- 
quis non adfuerat intra prefcriptum tempus, ut excommunicetur, 
bonaque ejus facro erario addicantur. You will obje&, this fepa~ 
ration from the Congregation is coupled together with for- 
feiture of a mans efiate, and fo feemeth rather banifhment 
than Excommunication. This objeCtion being taken off,] think 
there fhall beno other difficulty to perplex our interpretation. 
Wherefore I anfwer thefe two things. 1. It is the opinion of 
divers who hold two Sanhedrins among the Jewes, one Civill,. 
and another Ecclefiafticall; that in cauíes and occafions of a 
mixed nature which did concerne both Church and State, both 
did confult, conclude, and decree, in: ajoynt way, and by a- 
greement together. Now Ezra 10. the Princes, Elders, Priefts, 
and Levites , were affembled together upon an extraordinary 
caufe , which conjun&ure and concurrence of the Civill and 
the Ecelefiafticall power might occafion the denouncing of a 
double punifhment upon the contumacious , forfeiture and ex- 
communication. But2. Theobje&ion made, doth rather con-. 
firme me, that Excommunication is intended in that place. For 
this forfeiture was ¢7!¢/u7's, a making faered , or dedicating to 
an holy ufe, as | have fhewed out of Fofephus. The originall 
word tranílated forfeited is more properly tranflated devoted, 


which is the werd put in the margin of our bookes. The p 
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faith draSeparianciru, anatbematizabitur Which is the beft rens, 
dring of che Hebrew TUT). Ie was not therefore that which 
we call forfeiture of à mans fübítance. Intellige faith Grotius , ita 
ut Deo facra fiat. And fo theexcommunication of aman, and 
the devoting of bis {ubftance as holy to tbe Lerd, were joyned to- 
gether: and the fubftance had not been anathematized if the 
man had not been anathematized. I doenot fay that Excom- 
munication ex xatara ret doth inferre and draw after ic, the 
devoting of.a mans eftate as holy to the Lord. No: Ex- 
communication can not hurt a man in his worldly eftate , fur- 
ther than the Civill Magiftrate and the Law of the Land ap- 
pointeth. And there was Excommunication in the Apoftolical 
Churches, where there-was no Chriftian Magiftrate to addea 
Civill mul&. Butthe devoting of the fubftance of Excommu- 
nicated perfons Ezra 1o. as it had the authority of the Prin- 
ces and Rulers forit, fo what extraordinary warrants or in- 
ftin& there was upon that extraordinary exigence, we can 
not tell. 

Finally M. Selden de Fure nat. & Gentium. lib.4. cap.9. p. 523: 
agreeth with Lud. Capellus chat the feparation from the Con- 
gregation Ezra 10.8. plane ipfum eft Smwcwechyryw fieri, it ts the 
very fame with casting out of the Synagogue , which confuteth fur- 
ther that which M. Pryzze holds, that the cafting out of the 
Synagogue was not warranted by Gods word , but was onely 
a humane invention. 

. T know fome have drawne another argument for the Jewifl 
Excommunication trom: Nehem. 13.25. I contended with them, 
and cir éd them, ideft, anathematizavi d» excommunicawi , faith 
C.a lapide upon the place. So Tirisz; upon the fame place. 
Mariana expounds it, amatbema dixi. Aben Ezra underitands 
it of two kinds of Excommunication,Niddui and € berem. For 
my part, I lay no weight upon this, unlefIe you underftand the 
curling or maledi&ion to bean a& of the Ecclefiaftieall power, 
onely authorifed or countenanced. by the Magiítrate : Which 
the words may well beare: for neither is it eafily credible chat 
Nehemiah did with his‘owne hand finite thofe men and plucke 
off their hayre,. but that by his authority he tooke care'to have 
it done: by civill Officers, as. the curfing by — 
yai cers, 
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Odficers. The Dutch annotations leane this way,telling us that 
Nebemiab did exprefle his zeale again them as perfons that 
deferved to be banned or cut off from the people of God. 

_ Another Text proving the Jewilh Exconimunication is Lake 
6.22, When they (ball feparate you, and. fballveproacb you , and caft 
out your name as evill. Ye was the mot mi(applied cen(üre in- the 
world, in refpe& of the perfons thus caft outsout yet it proves the 
Jewifh cuftome of cafting out fuch as they thought wicked and. 
ob.iinate perfons. This dps pòs Beds upon the place underdan- 
deth of caking out of the Synagogue , Separent & Synagoga de~ 
pellant &c.yet it is a more general] and compreheníive word then 
thecafiing out of the Synagogue. Ic comprehendeth all the 
three degrees of the Jewifh Excommunication , as Grotins ex- 
pounds the place. Which agreeth wich Manfterus Didionar. 
Trilingue, where 4Pocer7 pòs is the onely Greeke word given both 
forthe three Hebrew words Niddui, Cherem, and Shammata, 
and for the Latine Excommunicatio. Wherefore #972 in this 
place isextermino y excomneunico, repudio , which is one of the 
ufuall fignifications of the word given by Stephanus, and by 
Scapula, It is a word frequently ufed in the Canons of the 
moftancient Councels , to exprefle fuch a feparation as was a 
Church-cenfure, and namely fufpeníion from the Sacrament of 
the Lords Supper. For by the ancient Canons of the Coun- 
cels, fuch offences as were punifhed in a Minider by «uec 
that is depofition, were puniíhed in one of the people by 
sprer 1s that is fegregation orfequeftration. Zonaras upon the 
13th Canon of the eighth generall Councell , obferveth a 
double ¢9cewyés ufed in theancientChurch «ne wasa totall 
feparation or cafting out of the Church which is ufually cal- 
led Excommnnication; another was a füfpen(íion or fequeftra~ 
tion from the Sacrament onely. Of which: Tam to {peak more 
afterward in the third Booke. [hold now at the Text in hand, 
which may be thus read,according to the fence and letter both,. 
when they [hall excommunicate you,erc. Howbeit the other reading 
when they (ball feparate you, holds forth the famething which 
Ifpeake of; feparate, from what? our Tranflators fupply from 


their company: but from what company of theirs? not from 
their 
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their civill company onely, but from their-facred or Church 
affemblies, and from religious fellowíhip , it being a Church- 
cenfure and a part of Eeclefiafticall diícipline , in which fence, 
as this word frequently occurreth in the Greeke fathers and 
ancient Canons when they fpeake of Church difcipline, fo 
doubtleffe it muf be taken in this place. 1: Becaufe, as Grotius 
telsus, that which madethe Jewes the rather to feparate men 
in this manner from their focicty was the want of the Civill 
coercive power of Magiiracy, which fometime they had. And 
I have proved before chat the civill Sanhedrin which had power 
of criminal] and capitall judgements did remove from ferafa- 
lem , and ceafé to execute fuch judgement, forty yeeres before 
the deftru&ion of the Temple. 2. Becaufe in all other places 
of the new Teftament where the fame word is ufed, it never 
fignifieth a bare feparation from civill company , but either a 
conícientious and religious feparation by which Church mem- 
bers did intend-to keep themfelves pure trom fuch as did walke, 
Cor were conceived to walke ) diforderly.and ícandaloufly, 
As 19.9. 2 Cor.6.17. Gal. 2. 13. or Gods feparating between 
the godly and the wicked, Mitth 13.49. & 25.32. 0r thefetting 
apart of men to the miniitery of the Cofpcll, Ads 13.2. Rom.1. 
1. Gal.1.15. Thirdly,a Civill feparation is fora Civill injury; 
but this feparation is for wickedneffe and impiety, whether 
accompanied with civil] in'ury or no; they fall caft out your 
name as evill, as munes, or as it feemes the Syriak and Arabik in- 
terpreters did read 4s mornpov tanquam improborum , as of wicked 
and evill men. 'The fence is the fame. 

Thus farre of the Jewifh Church, the Jewifh Ecclefiafticall 
Sanhedrin,the Jewifh Excommunicátion.! proceed to the Jewifh 
Exomologefis or publike Confeffion of finne. - 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. VIII. 


Of the Fewifh E xomologeff s, or publike Declaration of Re- 
pentance by confelfion of finne. 


A S there were fome footüleps of publique Confelionamong , 
the Heathens,and namely among the Lacedemanians :1 who ! m 12 
made him that was deprehended in a crime , to compafle the Nica iii 
Altar, and there to exprefle his owne fhame, and to pronounce é 
fome difgracefull words againft hinifelfe. So, I make no 

doubt, they had this (as many other rites) from an imitation 

of the people of God, who had their owne Exomologefis, 

and publique teftimonies of Repentance, which may thus ap- 

peare. 

Firft, a man wasto put his hand upon the head of the Sa- 

crifice which he brought, and {o it was accepted to make a- 
tonement for him, Lev. 1. 4. and this was done in the Taber- 

nacle publiquely before the Prieft. Genebrardus and Lorinus in 

Pfalm 31.5. tell us out of Aben Ezre and other Rabbinicall 

Autors, and ex libre Sipbri, that when he that brought the Sa- 

crifice, did put his hands between the hornes of the beaft which 

was to be offered, he did diftin&ly commemorate that finne jf 

for which hedid then repent, profelling his deteftation thereof, 

and promifing to doe fo no more. Mr Ainfmorth on Levit.t. 4. 

to the fame purpofe citeth out of Maimeny in treat. of offering 
Sacrifices, cap.3. thefe words. He layetb bis hands between the two 

bornes , and confeffeth upon tbe fame offering the iniquity of. finne, 

and upon the trefpaffe-offering , tbe iniquity of trefpaffe: and upon 

the burnt offering be confeffeth the iniquity of doing that which be 

foould not, and not doing that he ought,érc. Now that confet- 

fion of finne was joyned with the laying on of hands upon the 

Sacrifice, is not onely proved by the judgement of the Hebrews, 
underftanding the Law in that fence, but by the Law it felfe, 
Lev.16.21. where Aaron is commanded to lay his hands upon 


the head of the live Goat; and confefe over him all the iniquites sy 
L of 
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of the children of Ifrael, and all their tranfgreffions in all their finnes, 
putting them upon the beadof the Goat. 

Secondly , the Law appointeth confeffion to be made at the 
bringing of Trefpaffe-otferings Levit.5. and that in three kinds 
of trefpaffes. 

1 If one heare the voyce of fiearing , that is, heare his neigh- 
bour {wearing or curling , which he ought to reveale : and is 
a witne[fe whether be bath feen or known of it: (that isywhether he 
himfelfe hath been prefent at the curling or reviling (of God 
Levit.24.10,11. or of man, 2 Sam.16.7.) or hath heard it by 
relation from others, and knowne it that way. So the Dutch. 
Annotations and the bet Interpreters) if be doe not utter it,then 
be {ball beare bis iniquity. The meaning is when one doth for 
favour or malice (So Aretivs and Parems upon the place) dit 
{emble the truth, and conceale his knowledge, and fo make . 
himfelfe partaker of other mens finnes. Grotius expounds it by 
Prov.29. Who fois partner with a thiefe bateth bis owne foule: he 
heareth-a curfing and bewrayetb it not. In fucha cafe aman did’ 
greatly {candalize all thofe ( were they more or fewer ) who 
knew his ditlimulation , and that he did not utter his know- 
ledge. 

: If one had touched any uncleane thing, and not being 
cleanfed from his uncleanneffe " did goe into the San&uary or 


mSee Ainwsrib touch an holy thing (whether he knew himfelfeto have tou- | 
upon the place. ched the uncleane thing, when he went into theSan&uary;but 


did afterward forget itas the Hebrews underítand the place; or 
whether he did not know of his uncleannes when he went into 
the Sanétuary) as {oon as.1t was revealed to him by others who 
did take offence at it, or otherwife brought to his knowledge, 
he was held guilty till confellion and atonement was made. 


— Tt was not fimply the touching of an uncleane thing, for 


which the confeflion and trefpaffe-offering was appointed : 
Seeing tbe Law(faith Ainfirorth maketh fuch uncleane but till eve=: 
ning Lev.Y1.24,25 1. when wafbing themfelves and their clothes they 
were cleaneyand. for uncleaniiefte by a dead man , the fprinkling water 
cleanfed them, Num.19.17,18,19. Wherefore he refolveth out of 
the Hebrew Doétors, that this confeffion of finne, and the 
trefpafle-offering was required. in cafe an uncleane perfon 
in. 
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before and in the hearing of the Prieft, I prove from ? bilo the 
Jew. In his booke de facr. Abelis & Caini, at the clofe, {peaking 
of the Levites miniftery, he faith, that he did execute and per- 
forme antupyieg amicus, all thofe fervices which belong to a 
perfect Priefthood, and to the bringing of man to God, whe- 
ther by burnt-offerings, 3da ueraia d :apruua mor. ant pro pecca- 
tis quorum paenitet faith Gelenius the Interpreter, meaning the 
trefpaffe-offerings. But obferve further, he {peaks of the peni- 
tentiall part, as a publique thing, or rather of the publique 
declaration of repentance. Repentance of tinnessthat is,repen- 
tance declared or profefled (which was in the confeffion joyned 
with the trefpaffe-offerings ) was one of the chiefe things about 
which the Leviticall miniftery was exercifed : which is the 
cleare fence of the place. More plainly, the fame Philo lib. de 
vidtimis towards the clofe, where he tels that certaine parts of 
the trefpaffe-offerings were eaten by the Priets, and that thefe 
muf be eaten in the Temple, he gives this reafon forit, left 
the penitents finne and fhame fhould be divulged and punifhed 
more then needs muł, which intimateth that the particular 
offence was fo confeffed that it was made knowne to fuch as 
were within the Temple. 

The third Scripturall proofe is Naum. $.6,7. When a manor a 
woman (ball commit any finne that men commit , to doe a trefpa [Je 
againft the Lord, and that per [om be guilty, Then they fball confeffe 
their finne which they have done: and he (ball recompence his tref- 
pafe. The Hebrews expound it thus: Ail the precepts in the 
Law , whether they command or forbid a thing , if a man tranfgreffe 
againft any one of them, either prefumptuoufly or ignorantly , when 
be maketh repentance und turneth from his finne, be is bound to 
confeffe before the bleffed God, as in Numb.s. 77. This confeffion is 
with words, and it is commanded to be done. How doe they confe ffe? 


WW He faith, Ob God, I have finned, I have dome perverfély , I have tref- 


J/ 


paffed before thee, and have done thus and thus: and loe I repent, 
and am a[bamed of my doings: and I will never doe this thing a- 
gaine. And this is the foundation of confeffion. And who fo ma- 
keth a large confeffion, and is long in this thing , be isto be commen- 
thd. And fo the owners of finne and trefpafse-offerings , when they 
bring their oblations for their ignerant or for their prefumptnous 

finnes: 
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finnes : atonement is not made for them bytheir oblation, untill they 

have made Repentance aud Confeffion by word of mouth. Likewife 

all condemned to death bythe Magifirates, or condemnedag Stripes, 

no atonement is made for them by their death, or by their Stripes, nn- J J 

till they have repented and confefjed. And fobe that burteib his 

Neighbour, or doth bim dammage, though be pay bim vobatfoever be 

oweth bim, atonement 3a not made for bim, tell beconfeffe and turne 

away from doing fo againe for ever, as itis written in Num. 5. 6. 

Any of all the finnes of men. All this Ainfworth tranfcribeth out 

of Afaimony in Mi[n. treat. of Repentance, Chap. 1. Sei. 1. 

See alfo the Latin Edition of the Jewith Canons of Repentance 

Printed at Cambridge Ann. 1631. Where befide that paffage in 

the firt Chapter, concerning the neceffity of confeiling by 

word of mouth,that finne for which the Trefpafle offering was 
brought,you have another plaine paflage, cap.2.for( e) publike ( $) Eximia 
confeilion (not of private finnes known to Cod onely, but) of s m 
known finnes by which others were ícandalized. we cra 
publicé confiteatur, iniquitates fuas toti cætui indicans, & deli&a quz in prox imum admifir, 
aliis aperiens hunc in modum. Revera peccavi in N. N, ( virum nominans) & hac vell illa 
feci: Ecce autem me vobis nunc convertor, & me fa&ti penitet. Qui vero præ [ug ies 
indicat, fed ab(condit iniquitates fuas, illi perie@a non eft penitentia: quia diciter, Qai 
obícoadit fcelera fua,non dirigetur.Hzc di&a intelligenda funt de peccatis qux in proximum 
admittuntur- Verum in tranígreffionibus qux funt hominis in Deum, noa neceffe cft cui- 77 


quam feip'um propalate: Quin imo perfri&z frontis eft, illiufmodi peccata revelare; Sed // 
in confpe&u Dei penitentiam agit, & coram illo peccata hzc f peciatina recenfet. 


In which paffage I nnderftand by finnes againft God, finnes 
known to God onely. 1. Becaufe its forbidden to reveale thofe 
finnes, therefore they were fecret. 2. Becauíe otherwife thof 
Canons fhall contradi& themfíelves, for cap. 1. it’s told us that 
all who brought trepaffe offerings, were bound to confefle by 
word of mouth, the finne which they had done, without 
which confeffion, they got not leave to make atonement by the 
trefpaffe-offering. Now trefpaffe offerings were for finnes 
againft God as well as for finnes againft man. 3. It íhould other- 
wife contradi& the Law Num. 5. 6. which appointeth any finne 
or trefpaffe againft the Lord to be confelied. 4. Thofe tre- 
{palles were tobe publikely confefled, for which in cafe of im- 
penitency and obftinacy, a man was excommunicated with 

2 Cherem, 
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Cherem, or the greater Excommunication. But aman was ex- 
communicated for divers finnes againft God, which did not at 
all wrong*his Neighbour, fettinga fide the fcandall. Which I 
have proved before. Thefe four reafons will prove either that 
the meaning of that Canon mut be of private fignes, and not 
of publike and {candalous finnes againft the firft Table: oro- 
therwife chat che Canon is contrary to and inconfiftent with 
both Scripture, Reafon, and other Rabbinnicall writings. 
From the Law Num. 5. thus explained, obferve concerning 
the Confeflion of finne. 1. Itwas for any fcandalous finne, of 
commiilion or omiffion. againft the firt or fecond Table. 2. Te 
was not free and voluntary to the offender. Idoe not fay that 
he w:s compelled to it by any externall Force or coercive 
power: but he was commanded and obliged by the Law to con- 
felle; Usizblus on Num.5.7. Fatebuntur Y. e. tenebuntur fateri, 
they (ball confe ffe, that is, they (ball be bound teconfc ffe: anda man 
was not admitted with his trefpaffe offering except he confeffed. 
It was done by word of mouth. 4. Andpublikely before 
the Congregation that were prefent. 5. (P) The particular 
trefpaífe was namedin the Confeffion. 6. Sinnes both of Igno- 
ranceand Malice, when fcandalous,were to be confeffed. 7. The 
finner was not ftinted to a Prefcript forme of words in Confelfi- 
on, but waso enlarge his confeffion, as his heart was enlarged. 
8. In Criminall and Capitall cafes, befide the civill or corpo- 
rall punifhment, confeffion was to be made, becaufe of the fcan- 
dall which had been given. Which doth further appeare from 
the Talmudit felfe in Sanhedrin. cap.6.8 e(t.2. for that is obferved in 
all who are put todeath, that they muft confeffe y for whoever doth 
confe fe be bath part in the world to come; and namely it is recorded of 
Achan, that Jofhua faid to bim, my Sonne give now Glory to the Lord 
God ofMrael, and make confeffion unto him; And Achan anfwered, 
Indzed, F have finned againft the Lord God of Ifrael, and thus and 
thus dc Whence js it collected that bis confeffion didexpiate bis finne. 
And Jofhua faid, whyhaft theu troubled us ? God (hall trouble thee 
this day. This day thon{balt be troubled, net in the world to come. 
The like you read of Achan in Pirke R. Eliefr cap. 38. I 
know Achans confeffion was not in the San&uary, nor ata 
Trefpaffe offering. But] make mention of it becaufe (9) ^» 
us 
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ftus holdeth that under the Law, confetfion was onely required 

in fuch cafes, where the (inne was not crininall or capitall. 

Which is confuted by the afore-mentioned paffages in Mai- 

monides and the Talmud it felfe: proving that whether the finne 

was expiated by Sacrifice or by death, it was alwayes to be con- // 

fefled; fromthe fame example of Achan doth P.( 1) Galati- (r} Exco 

nus lib. yo. cap 3. prove that Declaration of repentance was to Quod in libro 

be made by word of mouth, and that the finne was to be parti- i. id eft, 

cularly confefled, which he further proveth by another rabbini- capes iota 

call paffage. hikippurim, 
In the fourth place, fo. 9. 24. feemeth to hold forth a judi- id eft, dies 

ciall publike confeflion of finne to have been required of fcan- Propitiatio- 

dalous finners. The Pharifees being upon an examination of paha D Li 

him that was born blind, and was made to fee, they labour to et ae | 

drive him fo farre from confetfing Chrif, as to confeffe finne Omnis qui 

and wicked collifion, Give God the Praife fay they, we know wanfgreflione 

that this man is a finner. Which is to be expounded by Iof. 7.19. tranfgreffus ch, 

Give glory to the Lord God of Ifrael, and make confeffion. ae E 

Fifthly, asthe Jewes had an Excomnunication, fo they had "s iia 

an abfolution, andthat which interveened was Confeflion and tum. 

Declaration of Repentance. And hence came the Arabik 272 

nadam, he hath repented ; and ONI -wadim a penitent, the Niddui 

made the zadim : for when a man was excommunicated by the 

leffer Excommunication, ( s ) theConfittory waited firlt 30. (s) Seld. de. JJ 

dayes,and then other 30. dayes,and as fome thinke ( the third jure nar. e 

time) 30. dayes, to fee whether the otfend-r werepenitent, C" lib. 4s 

(which could notbe known withont confeffion ) and would P i Pro di- 

: «Ww 5 i - verfirate pec- 

feck abfolution : which if-he did not, but continued obitinate cui & peccan- 

& impenitent, then they proceeded to the greater excommuni- tis moribus, 

cation. Which doth prove a publike Confeffion, at leaft in nunc citus 


the cafe of the excommunicated. nunc ferius fee 
i quebatur 
abfolutio: Sed ut plurimum excommunicatio fiebat in diem tricefimum &c- Intra hoc teme 
pus ex(pe@abat forum ut ad Bonam rediret. mentem,tefipifceret, & que juberent ipfi przfta- 
ret &c, Poft trignta dicrum contumaciam, idem tempus feme! tterabatur&c, At vcro fi 
neque intra id (patii paenitens abfolutionem peteret, ro Cherem (cu Anathemate feriebatur- 


Sixthly,we find a publike penitentiall confeffion Ezra.10.10. 
11. And Exrathe Prieft flood up and (aid untothem, ye have tranf- 
greffed: 
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grefled and bave taken flrange wives to encreafé tbe trefpaffe of Ifrael. 
Now therefore make confef ion unto the Lord God of your Fathers, and 
doe bis pleafureyand feparate your felves from the people of tbe landyand 
from the firange wives. Marke here the forefa ing of the finne 
could not fuilice without confeffing the finne. All Ifrael had 
{worneand covenanted todoe the thing,to put away the ftrange 
wives verf. 5. But Ezra the Prieft tells them they muft alfo make 
confeffion of their finne; confefion of their former trefpafie 
muft bejoyned with Reformation for the future: All which 
the people promife to doe as Ezra had faid verf. 12. But what 
was this confefion? was it onely a private confeflion to God 
alone? Or was it onely a generall conteflion made by the whole 
congregration of Ffrael at a folemne Faft and humiliation? 
Nay, thatthere was athird fort of Confeffion differing from 


Il both thefe, appeareth by verf. 13. neitber 7s this a worke of one day 


or two : for we are many that have tranfgreffed in this thing; yea, 
three Moneths are {pent in thebufinefle, verf: 16, 17. during 
which fpace, all that had taken ftrange wives, cameat appoint- 
ed times out of every City, and were fucceflively examined by 
Ezra thePrieft and certaine chiefe of the Fathers and Levites, 
(fuch of both, as were not themfel ves guilty)before whom fuch 
as were found guilty did make Confeflion : The Sons of the 
Priefis made Confeffion as well as others, yea, with the firft ; 
wid gave their bands, that they would put away their wives: and 
bezug gitiity, they offerered a Ram of the F lock for their trefpz ffe. With 
which trefpaffe offering confeifion was everjoyned, ashath 
been before fhewed from the Law. 

Seventbly, Maker Hilderfbam of worthy memory in his 3 4. 
Le&ure upon*P/fal. 5 1. draweth au Argument from Davids ex- 
ample for the publike ConfeZon of a ícandalous finne before 
the Church, Hemade, faith he, publike ConfePion of his finne to 
the Congregation and Church of Gods for we feein tbe Title of this 
Pfalme. 1 That be committed this Pfalme (that containeth the ac 
kwowledgement of bis finne, and profeffom of bis repentance) tothe 
chief mujitian to be publifbedin the Santtuary and Temple. 2 That 
in this publication of bis Repentance, he bidetb not from the Church 
his finne, nor cloketh it at all, but expreffetb in particular the fpeciall 
finne, &c. Adde hereunto, this publike Confeffion was 

aiter 
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after minifteriall conviction by Nathan, who did convince Dz- 
vid of the greatneffe of that fcandalous finne, in which he had 
then continued impenitent neer a yeer or thereabout. Thé 
Doétrin which Mafter Hilderfhanz draweth from Davids example 
is this, That they whofe fines God bath detetted and brougbt to light; 
whofe finnes are publike and notorious, fcandzlow and offenfive ts thé 
congregations where they live, ought to bé willing to conféffe their fins 
piblikely, to make their Repentance os publike and notorious as their 
finne ts. He addeth ii his explanation, shen they (ball be required 
to doe it by the Difcipline af the Church. Marke one ofhis applica- 
tions (which is the Subject ofthe 37. Le&üre) The fecond fort that 
are to be reproved by this Dottrine, are fuch as having authority to en- 
joyne publike Repentance to (candzlous finsers, for the (atisfying of tbe 
Congregation, when they ave detetted and prefented unto them, refufe 
or neglect todoeit. And here he complaineth, that che publike 
acknowledgement of {candalous fimnes; was grown out of ufe; 
and that though it was ordered by authority, yet it was not 
put in exécution. The Canons of onf Church (faith he) can. 26. 
_ Jfraightly charge every Minifter, That he fhall not in'any wife ad- 
mit to the Communion, any of his flock which be openly 
known tolive infinné notorious without Repentance. And 
tbe Booke of Common Prayer in tbe rubrike before the Communion, 
commandeth, that if any bean open and notorious evill liver, fo 
that the Congregation by hint is offended, the Minifter fhall 
call him, and advertife him in any wife, not to prefume to the 
Lords Table, till he hath openly declared himfelf,. to: have 
truly repented, thatthe Congregation may thereby be fatisfi- 
ed, which were afore offended. So that you may fee tbe Lawes 
and Difcipline of our Church, require that open and {caxdalous fin- 
ners fbould dse open and publike Repentance, yea, give power to tbe 
Minifter torepell and keepe back fuch from the Communion that re- 
ffe to doe it. Where itmay be obferved by the way, that the 
Power of Elder-fhips for fufpending fcandalousperfons (not 
Excommunicated) from the Sacrament, now fo much con- 
tented againit by Mater Prynxe, is but thefame Power which 
was granted by authority to the Miniftery, even in the prelati- 
call times. And he hath upon the matter endeavoured to 


bring the Confciences of a whole Elder-fhip into a greater 
M fervitude 
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`- fervitude under this prefent Reformation, then the Confcience. 
ofa fingle Minifter was formerly brought under by Law in this. 
particular. à 
Eighthly, Mafter Hilder(bam I bid. Lett. 5 4. argueth not one- 
ly à pari, but å fortiori. V aneceffity of fatisfying an offended 
Brother, how much more aneceility of fatisfying an offended 
Church, which will equally hold both for the old and new 
Teftament? His owne words are very well worth the tran{crib- 
ing. ‘This is evident by thofe twa Laws Lev. 6. 5.6. and Num. 5. 
6.8. where God plainly taught bis peoples that their trefpaffe offering 
which they brought to him, to feeke pardon of any finne, whereby they 
bad wronged any man, (bould not be accepted, till they had firft made 
Satisfaction to the party to whom the wrong was done. And left we 
foould thinke thofe Lawes concerned the Iewes ouely, our Saviour 
himfelfe giveth this in charge Matth. 5.23.2 4. Ifthoubringeft thy 
Giftto the Altar, and there remembreft that thy Brother hath 
ought againft thee: leave there thy Gift before the Altar, and go 
thy way, firftbe reconciled to thy Brother, and then comeand 
offerthy Gift. Andif there be fuch neceffity of making fatisfaction 
to anyone Brother that batb ought againft us, before we can get af- 
furance of our reconciliation with God, what neceffity îs there of mak- 
ing fatisfactien toa whole Church and Congregation, that we have 
given j4ft caufe of offence unto? Inthos cafe it not Suficient to ap- 
prove our Repentance-and truth of heart to God; we muft be willing 
alfo and defirous to approve it to the Congregation and Church of God, 
that we may fay at ihe twe Tribes and halfe faid, Jofh. 22. The Lord - 
God of Gods he knoweth, and Ifrael he fhall know. Thus 
Mafter Hilderfoam, 
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C uar. IX. 


Whether in tbe Iewifh Church, there was any Sufpen- 
fion or exclufion of prophane, (candalons, notoricus fin- 
ners, from partaking in the publike Ordinances, with 
the reft of the Children of U{rael in the Temple. 


E a and his followers hold, that among the Jewes (+) Ofiren-: 
„none was excluded from any publike Ordinance in the ti vi&imas lex 
Temple, for morall uncleaneffe, that is, for a prophane fcan- Præcipit,ut pu- 


dalous converfation, but onely for legall or ceremoniall un- 7% ee 
ac animo, Et 


cleaneffe. Thelike Matter Prynne faith ofthe Paffeover, and jnfg, Necef- 
ofthe Templehe holds thateven thofe who were for their of- fum eft igitur 
fences caít out of the Synagogues, were yet free to come and adituros Tem- 
did come to the Temple. I fhall particularly make Anfwer plum facr.rum 
both to Eraftus and to Mafter Pryzze inthis point, when has 
fhall fall in my way afterward. I {hall here, more generally Pa. & multo 
endeavour to reĉtifie their great miftake, and to prove an exclu- magis anima,! 
fion from the Temple and publike Ordinances, for publike and &c. nam veri 
fcandalous offences in life and converfation, or for moral] as Dei Templum 


well as ceremonial! uncleaneffe. Pi a 
Firft, 1 hall prove it ex oreduorum, from the Teftimonies of Pis Ta rm 
two of the moft famous witnefles ofthe Jewes themfelves, Phi- 72 tyres Gvrag 
lo and Jofephus. (t` Pbilolib de Victimas offerentibus, is fo full lev dniéguc 
" xoa TU Y 
Suciais.) Etpoff. an dubium eft, neque legem quicquam ab inj. ftis, neque folem à tenebris 
accipere? Et verfus finem. Caeterum quia focieta em humanitatemque ( xoiwoyiag dié rat 
piravhpwaias ) maxime docet lex noftra, utrique vir.uti honcrem habet meritum, neminem 
deplorate malum ad eas admittens, fed quàm longiffimé in rem malam ablegans. Cum igitur 
fciret concionibus( ê» mis éxxanoiass ) admiíceri multos improbos, quàd fe poffe in tur- 
ba latere autument, ut id caveret ín pofterum, omnes indignos à facto cxtu edi&o prohi- 
bint ( @ponvelsyse mavrg Teo ctvakles dep ruaabyou ) incipiens à femiviris ebfcæno 
morbo laborantibus, qui nature monetam adulterantes, in impudicarum mulierum affc&um 
& formam (ponte degencránr, Spadones item & caftratos arcet &c. Pariter repellit non tan- 
tum ícorta, fed & natos è proftitutis, conta&os materno dedecore propter natales adulteri* 
nos. &c. Alii vero quafi contendant hos in impietatis ftadio poft fe relinquere, addunt am- 
plius, ut non folüm ideas, fed & deum effe negent, Et pof]. Proinde omnes hi meritò pel- 
untur à facris catibus, (dò marras &ixórus. ipo guAAdyou EAaurEl.) 
' M 2 and 
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p and plaine;as it he had purpofely written that Booke to record 
; t sb E the exclation of fcandalous perfons” from Communion with 
erst don tHe Church of Ifrael inthe Temple. He preffeth allalong the 
tinuddegebae  necellity ot holineff? and purity in thofe who bring Sacrifices 
(Agripp2)Hie+ and cells us chat their Law did exclude from their holy Mem- 
dal mis, m- blies meretricious períons, defpilers of Gad, and all that were 
rituum patrig Known to be impious andprophane, as well as thoíewho were 
fervatorreli- legally uncleane. 


Fainamentis 
ombibus, nec 


dladiess  Iofepbus gives a good Teftimony to Agrippa, that he wasun- 


r Bee n 


do ut qui- 
du rot» purpofe, that the excluding of aman fromthe Temple for 


e, pe is ‘ s E : ! 
abler et firmeth that if guilty, it had been juft to exclude fromthe Tem- 


Jum ut impu- 
rum & ercen- ` 4 > HM 
dum templi they took to themfelves, committed a great deale ofinjuftice 


per literas,con- fect of thafe who are polluted with murthers: {peaking of thofé ze” 
&flimaccerfi- 1Ots. What can b2 more plaine; 7ü LY, à iacular crime, was 
vithominem acanfe of keeping back from the Temple P^ as alfo among 
aee a the Heathens, fome were for piacular crimes interdi&ted the Sa- 
ribi non probas crificzs) Itza orit. blood-guiltineffe . defilement by murther, 
turex liis que Was alío.a caufe of exclufion from the Temple, aad to fuch the 
(acimus. Temple wasa place inacceffible and forbidden. ladde a Tefti- 


mony 
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mony of 7. Scaliger. Elen:b. Triberef. Nic. Terar.cap.28. where 
fpeaking of thole Effzazs who did not obferve the Mofaicall 
rites , he faith, ague non mirum, fi tanquam tartis €x piacula- 
res aditu "Templi probibebantur. The like Cowftantinus l' Emperenr 
annot. in. Cod. Middoth pag 44. proves from another paflage in 
Jofephus : viri autem qui mom per omnia caffi effent ab interiori aula 
prabibebantur. Where l’ Emperenr addech, Iz fpacii defcripti par- , Annot- in Luk, 
tem interiorem non admittebant quoque bereticum : which he faith 6,22. Qui hac 
may be proved out of the Talmud. Quis enim dicat (faith Hen. nota (minoris 
Vorflius, animad.in Pirke pag.169.) apaftatam, blafhbemum, alia- 2f 0s ps five }) 
t [acra capita intra Templum fuifje admiffz. Of the exclufion Nidui) inti 
que [acra capita intra emplum fuifje iff EE ant, ante ^P. 
of excommunicate perfons 1 have before fpoken , following i Ribae- 
their opinion who hold , that fuch as were excommunicateby debant ad Tem. 
the leffer Excommunication or Niddzi,had liberty to come into plum, ut ex 
the Temple, yet fo that they wereto enter in at the gate of the Hebrzis vir 
mourners, and were not feen in the Temple, but as penitents : bepress 
but fuch as were exconmuuicated by the greater Excommunica- conf BEEN 
tion or Cherem were notfuffered to come into the Temple, nor extra? ogia- 
fo much as into any aflembly of ten men, and they might nei- 7 qui diftin- 
ther teach nor be taught. x Grotius holds thatíuch as were dp Epi ég. // 
excommunicated by Niddui or the leler Excommunication had PA äi d 
power to come to the Temple, but no otherwife then Heathens, sora ud. 
and that they might not come into the Court of Ifrael: which rim ¿dyus 


is an anfwer to M.Prynnes obje&ion, that {uch as were caft aut loco habeban- 
tur, 


of theSynagogue came to the Temple. 

There s bul two places in the - Tettament, which feem ipie e The. 
atfrít to make much againft that which I have faid. One is, pap. 9g. i 
Luke 18. concerning the Publicans going up to the Temple to elfewhere. 
pray, as well as the Pharifee. Theother is Jebz 8. concerning {Nam mos id 
the woman taken in adultery, whom they brought before beer Pub- 
Chriftin the Temple:] remember y Eraftus obje&eth them both. SEDAN io 

To the firit Lanfwer , it rather confirmeth then confuteth Pharifei in 
what | have faid. For 1. The Text faith, Verf.13. the Publican atrio Mracli- 
flood af-zrre off: the Pharifee not fo. z Grotius upon the place; tarum ftateat,, 
Verfe 11.noteth , that the Pharifees fault was not in this par- Pec quicquam 
ticular, that he came further into the Teniple then the Pub- Qi er aur 
lican: tor the cuftome was füch , that the Publicans. were to phari(2 im- - 
fand in the Court of the Gentiles, the Pharifees in the AC putandum-. 

o 


- 
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of Ifrael. Camer. myroth.in Luke 18. isalío of opinion that the 

Publican ftood in the Court of theGentiles, or in that firít 

Court into which Fofephus lib. 2. contra Appion. faith, -that 

all, even Heathens, might come. 2. And though our oppofites 

could prove, that the Publican came into the Court of Ifrael, 

(which they will never be able to doe) yet this place helpes 

themnot at all, unleífe they can prove that this was a fcanda- 

lous and prophane Publican. It is certaine that divers of the 

Publicans were religious and devout men, and that this was 

one of them , we may more then conje&turally know, by the 

Pharifees owne words, for when he hath thanked God, that 

he is not as other men,adulterers,unjuft, excortioners,he addeth 

with a dis‘unction,or even as this Publican, thus preferring him- 

felfe not onely to the infamous and fcandalous Publicans, but 

even to this devout Publican.More of this place afterward,in the 

debate of Adztth.18.: | 

To the other objection from Fobn 8.2,3. where it is faid that 

the Pharifees brought a woman taken in adultery into the Tem- 

ple, and fet her before Chrift; Firft,I anfwer with #Conft.l’ 

Empereur annot.in Cod. Middoth cap.2.pag. 45. by the Temple; 

in that place, we are to underítand the Intermurale, the utter 

sSanécumSere COUL, or Court of the-Gentiles, which was without the 
vator in Tem. Court of Ifrael, which utter Court faith he) both the Evan- 
plo decuiffe gelifis and Fofephus call by the name of itv the Temple. Yea 
cap.8, Job. le- the whole mountaine of the Temple, even comprehending that 
gitur,quó mu- part of it which was without the Intermurale, had the name of 
a dd theTemple,as M.Se/den noteth de Fure nat.» Gent.l.5.c.6. p.298. 
(xi ipfi addux- And Jib. 4.cap. 5. he expounds that of the Money-changers zz tbe 
erunt; alium Temple,to be meant of thecourt of the Gentiles. T his anfwer doth 
locum preter che better agree to Fobx 8.becaufe V 2. tels us,it was in the place 
huncaui ee. Where all tbe people came unto Jefus, and be taught them. Now it 
pees oa e is certaine that both Chrift and his Apottles did often teach 
sequcethial the people in the Coutt of the Gentiles, and in Solomexs porch, 
dequidem € which was without the Court of I(rael, in the Intermurale, that 
Jofephoobfets al] might have the better occafion of hearing the Gofpell, even 
vatum jam f they who were not permitted to enter into the Court of {fael 
ters rope = Wherefore fince the Text tels us, that when the Pharifees 
fuiffe. brought the woman to Chrift, he was teaching in fucha es 
where 
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where all the people had accefe to heare him: this agreeth better 
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- to the Intermurale , then to theCourt of Ifrael. — Secondly , Y. 


anfwer, that woman did not come asa priviledged períon,free 
to come and worfhip tia the Court of Ifrael, with the Church 


of Ifrael; but the is brought.as an accufed perfon, that in the. 


moft publique and fhamefull manner fhe might be fentenced 
and condemned , and made vile before all the people : fo that 
it was in her pezayuon privilegium. » The Sanhedrin alfo did 
fit in the Temple, fo that fuch as were to be examined and 
judged, muft be brought to that place where the Sanhedrin 
was, which fate in that part of the Temple that was called 
Gazith. This might be the occafion of bringing fome to the 
Temple as parties to be judged, n were not admitted to the 
Ordinances of woríhip in the Court of Ifrael. Even as the 
` prohibition of reading atheifticall or hereticall bookes, San- 
bedrin cap. 11. ft: 1. was not violated by the Councels reading 
or fearching of them for a Judiciall triall and examination: 
as is rightly obferved by Dionyfius Voffius, annot. in Maimon, de 
Idol.pag.25. 

» ine having taken off the two principall objections, we 
fhall take notice of fuch Scriptures as either dire&ly , or at 
leaft by confequence prove, that notorious and fcandalous fin- 
ners were not allowed to be admitted into the Temple, and par- 
take in all the ae i | 


b P. (unes de’ 
repub, Hebr.lib, 
I. cáp.12. Con- 
cilii magni fedes 


in'ipo 6auttuario 


fuit. 


1. God reproveth not onely the bringing of firangersinto . 


his Sanctuary , who were uncircumcifed in the flefh, but the 
bringing of thofe who were uncircumcifed in heart, that is, 
. known to be fuch, for de fecretis non judicat Ecclefia, Ezech.44. 
759. Such ought not to have had fellowfhip in the holy things.. 
No flramger uncircumcifed in fle[b , (ball enter inte my Santtuary, of. 
any ftranger that is among the children ef Ifrael. Tt isa law concer- 


ning profélytus domicilii, fuch profelytes as having renounced ` 


idolatry,and profefling to obferve the feven precepts given to. 
the fonnes of Noab , were thereupon permitted to dwell and 
converfe among the children of Ifrael. (Of which more elfe- 
where.) Such a one ought not be admitted into the Santtuary,, 
or place of the holy affemblies,there to pertake in all the Ordi- 
nances with the Church;unleffe he be both circumcifed in flefh, 


and 
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and alfo in regard of his profeffion and prattice a vifible Saint, 
ot one füppofed to be circumcifed in heart. The disjunGion Nop 
tels us that if he were either uncircumcifed in flefh,or known to 
be ancircumcifed in heartjGod did not allow himto be admitted 
to cOmunion with the children of Ifrael in al publik ordinances. 


2. There is a Law, Deut.23.18. forbidding to bring the hire 


of a whore into the houfe of the Lord : and that becaufe it 
was the price of a whore; how much more was it contrary to 
the will of God, that the whore her felfe, being knowneé to 
befuch, fhould be brought to the houf of the Lord? For prop- 
ter quod ununsqurque eft tale,id ipfiem eft magis tale.This argument 
is hinted by c Philo the Jew. 

cDemomarchia 3°. The Lord fharply contendeth with thofe who did feale, 
lib... proinde máürther, and commit adultery, and fweare falfely , and burne 
re&é honefté. Incenfé to Baal,and yet prefumed to come and ftand before him! 
que vetitum — in’ his owne honte. I; this bonfe which is called by my name, faith 
eft alicubine she Lond, become a den of robbers in your eyes? Ferem.7.9,10,11. A’ 
mie infera den of robbers isthe place which receives robbers; and(faith 
infacrarium, atablus upon the place) as robbers after their robbing come 
Atqui nummi. to their demic, fodoe thefe even after their ftealing , niurthe- 
per fe carent. ring, &c came to the Temple. To the fame purpofe is that 
i ae fed challenge Ezecb.23.38539 . Moreover this they have dote unto me, 
que taces they have defiled my Santtnaty in the fame day, and have prophaned 

pit unà cum O% I X ; a prep 
fuo queftu my Sabbaths. For wher they bad flaine their children to their Idols, 
e(t abominabi- then they came the fame day into my Santistary to prophaneit. But 
lis. God would not have the Temple tobea receptacle for fuch. 
When Chrift applieth that Scripture, erem. 7. againft thofe 
who bought and fold im the Temple, J4atb.21. 12, 13. he 
makes ič cleare, that the Temple was made'a den of robbers, 
not onely as it was made a place of gaine, or a den where the 
robbers prey lies, but even as it was a receptacle of the robbers’ 
- ortheeves themfelves: therefore he is not contented with the 
overthrowing of the Tables of momey-changers, and the feats’ 
of them that fold Doves, but he did alfo: caft out all them that 


fold and bought in the Temple: that is, he would neither fuffer . 


fuch things, rior füch perfons in the Temple, yea though it 
was onely in the utmoft Cort, or the Court of the Gentiles, 
as 'Grotias and Mr Selden thinke : how much leffe v he 

3 have 
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have fuffered fuch perfons in the Court of Ifrael. 4 Philo the dLib. de viti 
Jew doth alfo apply what is faid in the Prophets of Gods ha- #% offerentibus 
ting the Sacrifices of the wicked, even to the excluding of pro- Tem m Dei 
phane men from the Temple. Mr. Selden de jure nat. e Gent. P FRA 
lib.4. cap.5. doth fo explaiue that cafting out of the buyers and facrificiis. Tali 
fellers out of the Temple, that the argument in hand'is not a homini dice- 
little ftrengthned thereby. He faich-truly, that thofe who were rem,obone,non 
caft out had polluted and profaned that holy place , ideo & ipfi, SN 

: ——— * s : : centenis bouna 
ut qui tum criminis aliorum participer, tum fuo infames pariter, fie yi@imis &c. 
Templum few montis Templi locum illum ipfis permiffum profana- mavult. pias 
bant, ejiciendi. He holdeth alfo that this which Chrift did was mentes &er 
dene ex Jure patrio, to Wit, ex Zeletarum jure: andthatelfe it jj 
had been challenged by the Priefts and Scribes, if it had been 
contrary to the law orcuftome. Zelots, that is, private perfons 1) 
zealoully affected, were permitted to fcourge, wound, yea kill // 
{uch as they faw publiquely committing atrocious wickednefle, 
by which the holineffe either of the name of God, or of the 
Temple, or of the Nation of the Jewes was violated. So Mr. 
Selden fheweth out of the Talmuditts, Ib. czp. 4. Now (faith 
he) Zelotarum jure, our Saviour though a private perfon (for fo 
he was lookt upon by the Priefts and Scribes ) did fcourge and 
cat out the buyers and fellers. If ío, then certainly fuch wicked 
and abominable perfons were not allowed to come to the 
Temple ; and if they did,they ought to have been judicially and 
by authority caít out; for that which was permitted to private 
perfons in the executing of juftice or infliding of punifhment, 
out of their zeale to the glory of God, was much more incum- 
bent to füch as had authority in their hands for corre&ing and 
. removing the prophanation of the Temple in àn authoritative; 

judiciall, and orderly way. . 
— 4. The Levites had a charge to let none that were uncleane ` 
in any thing enter into the Temple, 2 @hron.23.19. Now this )J 
is like that 1 Cor.5.11.with fuch a ome no not te eate:zan argament 
from the deniall of that which is lefe, to the deniall of that 
Which is more. . So here, it was a neceffary confequence: If 
thofe that were ceremonially uncleane were to be excluded 
from the Temple, much more thofe who were morally or 
impiouíly uncleane, For, 1.the feeall uncleanneffe did anie | 
: e 


A} 
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the finfull uncleanneffe ; and the exclufion of thofe that were 

known tobe legally uncleane from the Temple, did fignifie 

the excluding of thofe who are knowne to be groffely and no- 

torioufly uncleane in their life and converfation. Which fhall 

be abundantly confirmed afterwards. Therefure Bertramus de 

Rep. Ebr. cap.7. faith rightly that the Levites had a charge to 

“keepe from the Temple the uncleane ant etiam alio quovis modo 

indignos, or thofe alf? who were any otherwaies unworthy, 2. Gad- 

wyn in his Maks and Aaron, lib. 5.cap.2. makes a comparifon 

becweene the three degrees of the Jewifh excommunication, 

and the three degrees of excluding the uncleane, Nzxb. 5.2. 

which parallel if we pleafe to make, then as for any of the 

three forts of uncleanneffe, the touch ofthe dead, ifue, or 

leprefie, a man was excluded from the campe of God or the 

San@uary ; fo it will follow that even thofe who were caft out 

*Hec porta &e by the Niddwi or loweft! degree of Excommunication, were 

i.e. Deus 1 for a time fufpended from communion with the Church in the 
Templum fibi Ordi The Levi adada ; 

dicari voluir, Ordinances... 3. TheLevites were appointed toput a diffe- 

hice fan@ui ence not onely betweene the cleane and the uncleane, but 

rium ejus: de- -betweene the holy and unholy, Levit. 10.10. or betweene 

berpuumefle the holy and profane, Execb.22.26. & 44.23. By cleane 

ab omnibus and uncleame | underftand perfons or things that were ceremo- 

fordibus,quem- ix K B . 


admodum eti- Mially fuch; by holy and prophane , perfons that were morally 
am lex feverè fuch. | 


pete 5-1 prove the fame point from PJzlm 118.19,20. oper to me 
impuri & ice- ; | 


! the gates of righteoufneffe, I will goe into them , and will praife the 
Lud A ae xni This e of the Lord into which the righteous p lem 
omnes impii The Chaldee faith , The gate of the bone of the Santinary of the 
qui primas te- Lord. The gates of Gods San&uary, are called gates of rightevu/- 
mebant ka ut. zef faith Ainfwortb on the places becanfe onely the juft and cleane 
neto uos might enter into them. We read alfo that it was written over 
effe Templum) the gates of fome of the Jewith Synagogues, This ir the gate of 
coruperant the Lord , inio which the righteous fhall enter. * Vatablus upon this 
hoctemplum. place, thinks that David fpeakes by way of antitbefrs to the for- 
Non fuit igitur mer pollution ^of the San&uary by Szul, and other wicked 
tam domicili- 'perfons; who by éorííming to the houfe of God had made ita 
amipfius Dei) E, ai e e ae cytes att cp Slat l arb WOCE 
quamlatronam denne of thieves. ' Büt now the righteous fhall enter in it. 
sayernae E The righteous ] fe to fuch (faith Diodati ) and mot, to 


pre- 


Chap.9. ordinance of Church-government vindicated, 9t 


propbane perfons y it belongetb to enter in there. | 
6. Theíamething may be proved, from Pfzlm 15.1. Lord 
who [ball abide in thy Tabernacle ? who {ball dwell in thy holy bill? 
He that walketh uprightly, and worketh righteoufnefe, ére. Iknow ` 
the chiefe intendment of God in this place is to defciibe fuch 
a one as isa true member of the Church invifible, and thall 
enter into the Heavenly Jerufalem. But certainly there is an‘al- 
lufion to the Sanctuary, and the holy hill thereof in Fernfa- 
lem, as to the type of that which is Spiriuall and eternall, 
which Fanfenius upon the place noteth : and the Prophet here 
teacheth the people fo to looke upon thofe offences for which 
men were excluded from the San&uary;as to learne what kind - 
of petfons are true members of the Church, and who not; 
who fhall be allowed to communtcate in all the Ordinances 
of the new Teftament, and who not; who fhall be received 
into everlafting life; and who not; and thus by the type he 
holds forth the thing tipyfied; Gefnerus upon the place thinkes 
-that communion with the Church in this world is meant in 
the firk words, Lord who [ball fajourne ( fo the word is jagur 
in the Hebrew , 7«ponecer in the Greek ) zz thy Tabernacle. (the i, 
name of Tabernacle fitly exprefling the moveable and military // 
eftate of the Church in this world: ) and that reception into 
the Church Triumphant, is meant in the following words: 
who foall dwell in. thy holy bill? which noteth a permanent and 
durable eftate; The Chaldee Paraphrafe expoundeth the whole, 
of fuch as were thought worthy to be adinitted ‘into the houfe 
of the Lord, thus, Lord wboss worthy to abide in thy Tabernacle? 
and who (ball be worthy to fojonrne inthe mountaine of the houfe of 
thy bolineffe. So Pfalm 2.4.3. the Chaldee read*th thus, Who fall 
be worthy te afeend unto the mountaine of the boufe of the Sanctuary 
of the Lord ? : So that the thing alluded unto in both thefe 
places, isthatthe Priefts and Levites did admitnone to the 
Santtaary, but fuch as had the markes or charatters thereenu- 
merated, fo farre as men can judge of thefe markes,that is fo farre 
astheyarecxcernall and difcernable.. |.—. — xi 
7. Thefame thing feemeth alfo to be alluded: unto P/alm $0. 
16. Unto the wicked: (the Chaldee addes , that repenteth not, and 
prayeth in bis tranfgrefion ). God faith, what haft then to doe to de= 
N 2 
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clare my Statutes , or that thou foouldeft take my covenant in thy 
mouth. Tc is fpoken to aícandalous prophane man, Verf. 18,19, 
20. Who yet will needs take upon him a forme of godlineffe. 
e Lib.3- de vita € Where Philo the Jew fpeakes of him that blafphemed the name 
Mofis: quem n? of theLord, he addeth, that it was not lawfull for all men to 
honoru quidem name the name of God, no not for Honour or Religions fake 
gratia fas eft b TM > 
vconinayi ab om. DUC onely for good and holy men. And this gives me occafion 
nibus: fed à foli. to adde in conclufion a turther confirmation out of the Hebrew 
optimis © puri» Doctors. They held that an Ifraelite turning an Hereticke,(that 
fica bominibus is, denying any of their thirteen fundamental! Articles ) to 
be as an Heathen man, and did therefore permit a Jew to lend 
1; tohimupon ufury even as to an Heathen. M. Selden de Fure nat; 
& Gentinm. lib.6. cap.yo. They held that fuch a one,an hereti- 
call Ifraelite, had no communion with the Church of Zfrael. 
See Tzemach Davidtranflated by Hen. Vorftius pag. 67. Abra- 
banel de capite fidei cap.3.dubi5. ev Ib. cap.6. They efteemed an- 
hereticall Jew, more heretical! then a Chriftian, and did ex- 
i| communicate him, even fummarily and without previous ad+ 
|| monition. See Buxtorf. lexic. Cbald. Talm. &Rabbin. pag.195: 
Moles Maimonides de fundam. legis. cap:6: fect. yo. tels us that if 
an Epicurean l(raelite had written a coppy of thebookeof the 
Law, it was to be burnt, with the nàme of that Epicurean 
wretch, becaufe he had not done it holily, nor in the name of 
God. They who did imagine the Scripture it felfe to be pol- 
jı luted and prophaned , when itcamethorougli the hands of an 
i; Epicurean, or Hereticall Ifraelite , no doubt ;. they thought 
the Femple polluted and- prophaned , if fuch a one fhould be: 
fuffered to come and worfhip in it. From all which it appea- 
reth, how much reafon L^ Empereur had to fay, chat they did’ 
^ not admit an Heretick into the inner part of the Intermurale, or 
that part: of: the Temple. which divided: between the Ifraelites- 
and Heathens: I" rw l | 
If any man fhall aske, what T meane to inferre from all this. 
Mutt a]! prophane perfons be kept back from our Churches and : 
publike Affemblies, and fo from hearing the word? lanfwer 5 
God forbid: The Analogy: which I underftand is to hold be- 
tween the Jewifh and Chriftian Church, is this. As prophane: 
fons were forbidden to enter into the Templebecaufe of the - 
~ facramencall 
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facramentall and typical] holineffe thereof (for the Temple was 

a Type of Chrift) fo prophane perfons are now much more to: ) 
be kept back from the Sacrament of the Lord Supper, which 
hath more of Sacramentall: fignification, myftery, and holi- 
neffe in it, then the Temple of Ferufalem had, and whereby 
more ample Evangelicall promifes are fet forth and fealed unto 
us. And as prophane perfons might of old come into the 
Court of the Gentiles, and there heare the word preachedin 
Solomons Porch Cwhere both Chrift and his Apoftles did Preach 
Io. 10.23. AG 3. 11. Act.5.12. which Porch was in the ut- 
moft Court,. That is, the Court of the Gentiles: of which 
elfe-where out of Fofephus)but might not come into the Court 
of Ffrael, nor have communion in the Sacrifices: fo prophane 
obftinate finners are tobe excluded, for their impiety, from 
the Church communion of Saints, though they may heare the 
word, as Heathens alfo may doe. Now thatthe Temple of 5) 
Lerefalem had. a Typical! Sacramental! refemblanee of Chrift, JJ 
may appear plainly in divers particulars. 1. Astheglory of the 
Lord dwelt in the Temple within the oracle, above the Arke 
and the Mercy feat; and at the dedication of the Temple, the 
cloud of the glory of the Lord ‘did viiibly fill the whole houfe; 

fo in Chrif the fulneffe of the God-head dwells bodily, as the 
Apoftle fpeakes. 2. As the great God’ whom the heavens of 
heavens cannot containe, was yet pleafed to dwell on earth, by 
putting his name in that place; fo notwithítanding of the infi- . 
nite di:tance between God and man; yet they are brought neer 
each to-other, to-have fellow-'hip together in- Jefus Chrift. 

3. God revealed his will, chat he would accept. no Sacrifices 
from his people, but in the Temple onely, after it was built: 
So God hath revealed his will, that our fpirituall Sacrifices can- 
notbe acceptable to him, . except in Jefus Chrift onely. 4: The. 
people ot Cod were bound to-{ce their Faces toward the Tem- 
ple of Hicrufalem,when they prayed 1 Kings 8 30. 48.Dan. 6.10. 

30 are we bound in Prayer to looketoward Jefus Chrift with: 
aneyeof faiths. Asthere was an ample promife of God to- t. 
heare the Prayers which fhould be made in thatplace 2. Cbro.7. 
15, 16. fo hath God promifed -to heare us and accept us, if we 
feeke unto himin and through Jefus Chrift. 6. God faid of the - 

: N 3. | Temple, . 


| €HAP. X. |" 
A debate with Mafter Prynne, concerning the ex- 
elnftou of prophane [candalous perfons from the paffeover. 


g Hat which Mafler Pryanéin his Vindication pag. 15, 16. 
pleadeth for his opinion, from the Law of the paffeover, 
may be ( as I conceive) with no great difficulty anfwered, 

and I fhall doe it very fhortly, (being to infift further in anfwer- 

ing Eraftus,who faid much more for that point,which deferveth 
ananfwer) Firth, in anfwerte our‘argunient from the keeping 
back of the unclean. Nam. 9. he faith, that all cireumeifed perfons 
mbatfoever, bad aright to eat the paffeover, ec. being bound to eat 
the p-{Jeover in its feafon, except in cafes of neceffity, difability, by 
reafon f a journey, or of legall uncleanneffe onely, not \piriteall, a$ 

ir cleer by Exo. 12.3. 43. 1050. Num. 9:1. to 15. Deut. 16. 

16, 17, Ezra. 6: 109, 10,21. 2 Kings 23. 21, 22, 2. Chron. 35. 

6, 7. 13. 17. 18. where we read that a the people and all — 

that 
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thet were prefent received the paffeover, not one of them being exclud- 
ed from eating it. L 
Anfw. x. If it wasfo, doth not this make as much againft 
himfelfe as againít us, unleffe he will fay, that the Analogy 
mut hold lo farre, thatall Baptized perfons whatfoever, none 
excepted ( if-icbenot in cafes of neceflity or difability ) how 
{candalous, impenitent, and obftinate foeverthey be, eught to 
be admitted to the Lords Table? {o there fhall be no excommu- 
nication atall ( which yet himfelfe granteth) for if any Bap- 
tized perlon, ( though fuch as Mafler Prynne himfelfe would 
have to be excommunicated) fhall be ftut out from the Church 
and from all publike Ordinanees, and {o from the Lords Sup- 
per, becauíe of his obítinacy and continuance in fome foule 
{candall, after previous admonitions, in fo doing, we fhall, by 
his principles, doe contrary to tlie Law of thepatfeover, in the 
point of Analogy. 2. The Texts cited by him, provethat men 
were debarred for legall uncleanneffe; but there is not one of 
them which will prove that men were debarred onely for legall 
uncleanneffe, and no man for morall uncleanneífe. Yea, one 
of thofe Texts. Ezra.6. 2 1. tells us that thofe who were admit- 
ted to the pafleover, were fuch a bad feparated themfelves from tbe 
filthyneffe of the heathen of the Land, ‘to feeke the Lord God of Ifrael. 
3. That morall uncleannefle, I meane known prophanneffe or 
{candalous finnes,did render men uncapable of eating the paffe- 
over, Líhall prove anone by divers arguments, unto which Ire- 
mit Matter Pryzze. Hive bu: 1 
That which hee 'obje&eth from 1 Cor. 10. I am to 
anfwer alfo diftin&ly by it felfe. His fecond reply is, that thofe 
who were legally uncleane at the day appointed for the paffeover, foas 
they could not then receive it, were, yet peremptorily enjoynedioeat it 
the 14. day of the-fecond moneth, crc. Num.9. 11.12. be muft nat 
be fufpended from it above one monetb. nfi. The Scripture cited 
proves no fuch thing, except upon fuppofition that they be 
clean the 14. day of the following moneth. And what if any 
ef them were in the fecond moneth alfo uncleane, by the touch 
-ofa dead body or otherwife ?. Were they not kept off in the fe- 
cond moneth, ; as well asin the firft? 1s ic not plainly faid of 
the fecond paffeover verf. 12. (the very placeeited by himfelfe) 


according 
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according to all the Ordinances of tbe pa[Jeover they fhall keep it? and 
one ofthofe Ordinances wasthe keeping back the uncleane. 
Thirdly, he faith, that he who was legally uncleane, was kept 
back neither by the Prieft nor Magiitrate, but by thofe of the 
fame Family as verf..6, 7. imports. And the true reafon (faith 
he ) zz this Text why bis uncleanneffe did feclude bim from eating the 
paffeover, was becaufe it quite excluded bim ont of the camp for a time, 
( not Tabernacle or Temple) and fo by neceffary confequence from the 
bone wherein be was to eat the paffeover, &c. and by like reafon it 
debarred-him from altother Ordinances. - 
Anfw. 1 The Text Num. 9. 6,7. tellsustheunclean were 
kept backibut by whom they were kept back, it tells not. That it 
was neither left freeto the unclean perfon to eat of the paffeover, 
nor to the Family to admit him, but that there was an authori- 
tative reftraint, I prove by this argument. He that was uncleane 
and before his clealing did eat of the flefh of the Peace-offerings 
was cut off from among his people Lev.7.20.21, Thereforehe 
that in his uucleanneffe, did eat the pafleover, was to be cut off 
alfo. Noman will fay that there was any leffe punifhment in- 
tended for the pollution of the paffeover, than for the pollution . 
of Peace-offerings. And ifthe uncleane were not permitted, un- 
der the Law, to eat.of the Flefh of the Sacrifices, or if they did 
they were cut off; fhall not as great care be had to keep the body 


ces) and the bloud of the Covenant, from being trod under 
Foot by Dogges and Swine ? 

2. Neither is there any fuch reafon in that Text Nam. 9. as — 
theexcluding quite out of the camp, thofe who were uncleane 
by a dead body, and fo by confequence from the pafleover. Nay 
the Text rather intimateth, that they were in the camp; for 
they came before Mofes and Aaron on that day, when the paffe- 
over was kept, and faid, We are defiled by tbe dead body of a many 
Wherefore are we kept back. verf. 6.7. I hope Mofes and Aaron 
were not without the camp. I knew the Lepers and fome other 
uncleane perfons were put out ofthe camp; but there is not one. 
-of the Textscited by him which gives the leaft fhadow of rea- 
fon to prove that the uncleane by the dead body of a man were 
quite excluded out of the Camp, except Nume 5. 2. And if -= 

wil | 
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will beleive the Hebrew Doctors, and othersupon that place, 
there were three Camps, the Camp of Ifrael, the Camp of the 
Levites, and the Camp of Divine Majefty ; ( £f) Theuncleane by ( £Vatablus in 
the dead were free ( fay they) to be inthe firt two Camps, and N#% $2 Tiia 
were onely excluded from the third. However, its agreed,that oe yi 
fome uncleane perfons were excluded from theSan&uary, who erant, Caftra 
were not excluded from the camp of the Chidren of F/rael, as is nempe Dei, id 
obferved by Toftatur in Lev. 12. Queft. 21. Menochius in Num, clt Tabernacu- 
5.2. theEnglifh Annotationson Num. 5.2. andothers. And pm Pa. 
if Matter Prynne can prove, that thofe uncleane perfons -who RE 
were excluded from the San&uary, were not excluded from the Leprofi ab om: 
Paffeover, let him try it. That this thing may be yet better nibusarcc- — 
'underftood, let us obferve with Toftatws in Levit. 22. Queft.7, bantur: Imputi 
a threefold feparation of the uncleane under the Law: fome Pc fluxum à 
were feparate onely from the Sanctuary and the holy things ; bud n 
for he that had but touched a- man or a woman, who Pollutus vet - 
hadan iffue, or had touched the Bed, Clothes, or any thing propter cada- 
elfe, which had been under him or her, was not permitted to Yer foluma — 
come urito the Tabernacle, till he was cleanfed Lev. 15. Others EREMO 
were feparated both from the holy things,and from the compa- batur vee 
ny or fociety of their Neighbours, yet not cat out of the camp: ia his Moles Y 
for this he gives the cafe of women having an iflue of blood, ard Aarom 
who were put apart feven dayes Lev. 15. and for the fame {pace lib. $.cap,ze — 
a woman after thebirth ofa male Child, was uncleane, fo farre “itt Paulus 
"o "más etr p^ fagius for the 
as to be kept apart from human fociery,but fhe did continue un- Pre thin 
‘cleane threeand thirty dayes longer, asto the San&uary and See alfo F 
hallowed things, during which {pace of the three and thirty Mra Peemfe his 
dayes, fhe was not feparated from company and fociety, asin Chrifian $yna- 
the firft even dayes, onely fhe was forbidden to touch any hal- 6°S#° P2535 
‘lowed thing, or to come into the Sanctuary. There was a He 
third fort feparated not onely from the San@uary,. and from 
humane fociety, but alfo 'caít out of the camp, which was the 
cafe of Lepers. I conclude, -all uncleane ' perfons whatfoever 
‘were excluded from the Tabernacle Lev. 15. 31. and fronveat- 
‘ing of the flefh of theSacrifices Lev. 7.20: 21. Neither might 
any of the Sonnes of Aaron having his uncleannefle upon'him 
eat of the holy things, though it was his Food Lev. 22. v. 2. to 
7. In which places cutting off is appointed to be the punifh- 
| O ment 
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ment, not for unclean perfons their being in the camp,but for 
their coming to the Tabernacle,or for their eat'nig of the holy 

things; and accordingly it is faid 2 Chro. 23. 19. that Iebojada 

fet the Porters at the Gates of the houfe of tbe Lord, that none which 

was uncleane in any thing fbould enter in. But we never read that 
none which was uncleane in any thing, was permitted to enter - 

in at the Gates of Ieruf2lem, or to converfe among the people. 

3. Whereas Mafter Pryzze thinkes.that uncleane perfons were 

excluded from all Ordinances, as well as from the Paffeover, 

firk, what faith he to that which Eraftus holdeth and ( as he 

thinkes) grounded upon Scripture, namely that all uncleane 

perfons as well as others, were admitted to the feaft of expiati- 

on? Next, what faith he to that which is obferved by 
. Mafter Selden and divers others, namely, that fome uncleane: 

perfons might come not onely to the mountaine of the houfe 

of the Lord,but might alfo enter into the zzterpturale ?: Into that 

(«De tenp- utmoft Court the heathens might come and pray:& fo might tlie 
fabrie. p.1 f. ım Mraelites that were not legally cleane faith (¢) Arias Montanus. 
quod (atri- The fourth and fifth.Anfwers.whüch Mr. Pryzae gives that there 
um) exteri, id ig no fuch warrant for keeping back fcandalous perfons from 
eft Gentes, qu£ the Lords@able, as there was for keeping back the uncleane 
no od Bi from the Paffeover; and that fufpenfion for legall uncleanneffe: 
rentur, conve Provesnot füfpenfion for morall uncleanneffe, Thefe l'fay doe 
niteador- but petere principium, and therefore to be paffedover;. becaufe he 

andum takes for granted what is in controverfie. > 

pofient: & I. ] fhall therefore proceed to that which he addeth inthe next 
diu place, in anfwerto an argument of mine in my ‘controverfall 
RM eg faft Sermon, . ( as he mifcalleth it ) The-argument as I did pro- 
neneflent: pound it,wasthis. Thofe fcandalous finners that were not. ad-. 
` mitted to offer a trefpaffe offering (which-was reconciling: of- 

dinance) without confeflion.of finne, and Declaration:of their 
Repentance for the fame, were much leffe admitted. to-the 

' Paífeover (which: wasa fealing Ordinance ) without confef- 
fion of known and. {candalous fins, ifthey had committed. any 

füch. But: circumcifed perfons,, if they were {candalous-fin- 

ners, were not admitted to offer d trefpafle offering (which was 
areconciling Ordinance’) without confeflion of finne and De- 
claration. of their. Repentance for the fame Lev. 5. 5. ^i VEN 
l afler 
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Mr Prynne an{wereth pag.17. its a meer zon-fequitur. 1.Becaule 
contradi&ed (as he thinks ) by 1 (or.10. which is a contrarious 
argument, and I fhall anfwer it in the proper place. 2. He faith 
that examination of the Confcience, Repentance, and Confef 
fion, are no where required of fuch as did eate the Paffeover, it 
being onely a commemoration of Gods mercy in pafling over. 
the Ifraelices firt borne, when he flew the Egyptians: but there 
being no remillion without confeflion , it was neceffary that 
thofe who came to offer a trefpafle-offering for fome particular 
finnes, fhould confeffe thofe very finnes,yet not to the Prieft, but 
to God alone. | wn: | 

Anfiy.1. If examination of the Conícience, Repentance, and 
confetfion , were not required -in thofe that did eate the Pafle- 
over, and if there might bea worthy eating of it without this 
(as he plainly intimateth when he faith that this 7e no where re- 
quired in Scripture,of fuch as did eat the Paffeoverstbough all circum- 
fiances and neceffaries for the worthy eating of it, be moft puntinally 
enumerated) And if the Pafleover was but omely 2 commemoration 
of Gods infinite mercy in paffing over the [fraelites firfi borne, as he, . 
faich, (which was but a'temporall mercy) Then he muft needs ` 
fay, either that in the Sacrament of the Paffeover , ygp confirma- 
tion of faith, increafe of grace, nor fpirituall mercy was given, | 
or that in that Sacrament this grace (yea, by his Principles;con- - 
verfion and regeneration it felfe) was conferred ex opere operato. 
And he muft either fay the like of the Lords Supper, or other- 
wife hold that the Sacraments of the new Teftament differ from 
thofe of the old,fpecifically ; and that the Paffeover did not feale 
the fame covenant of grace for the fubftance, which is now fea- 
led by the Lords Supper... SPT 

2 What was the meaning of the bitter Herbs, with which the 
Paffeover was commanded to be eaten? Were not the people of gy 
God thereby taught the neceflity of Repentance in that very 3/ 
a&ion? And what means it that at Hezekiabs Pafleover , the 
people are called to turne againeunto the Lord, 2 Chron.30.6. 
that the Priefts and the Levites were afhamed and fanctified 
themfelves,ver/:15 .& offered Peace-offerings made confeffiou to the 
Lord God of their fathers, verí: 22; where I underftand confeflion”™ 
of finne, according to the Law ,- which'appointed ‘confeffion 
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of {inne tobe made with the Peace offerings, which confeffion 
was lignifed. by laying hands upon the head: of the offering 
Lev. 3. 2. 8.13. compared with Lev. 16. 21. and fowefind 
Repentance joyned with peace offerings. Imdg.20.26.finally 
read. we not of the peoples preparing of their heart to feeke God 
at, the Pafleover 2 €bro. 30. 19. which as it couldnot be with 
eut; Repentance and examination of theirconfciences, fo Hegra 
kiah mentioneth it, as that without which the peopleseatmg of 
the Padeover, could not have been in any wife accepted. 
3. That ic was not a private confeflion to Godalone, but a 
publike penitentiall confeffion in the Temple, and beforethe 
Priefis, V have before (hap. 8: made it to appear both. out of the 
Text, and out of Philo the Ie». This I adde here. The Con- 
fetlion of the fin was made in the place of offering the trefpaffe 
offering, before the Prieft, arthe laying on of hands between: 
the horns.of the beaft, therefore it was not made im fecret to 
God onely : which doth further appear, by the Jawes concern- 
ing {uch and fuch Sacrifices, for {uch and fich fimnes, Lez. 5. and. 
. bythe refitution which was alfo joyned with the confeffion: 
Ch) Vide dit. Num.5.7. And it is alfo cleare from the Jewith (t } Canones 
latin Cantabr. — penitentie cap, 1. & 2. where-we find conteliom of imme tobe. 
deis A 6 J " made both by word of mouth, and publikely before the con gre- 
E eft pani. BtHONs © y ` - 
tentiam agenti, ut publice confiteatur, iniquitates: fuas toti cxtui indicans , & delia que in. 
proximum admifit, aliis aperiens bunc in modum, Revera peccavi in N.N, (virum nomi- 
nans) & hzc & illafeci: Ecce autem me vobis nunc convettor & me fa&i peniret. Qui vero: 
præ fuperbia non indicat, fed ab{condit iniquitates fuas; illi perfecta non eft penitentia, Quia. ' 
dicitur,, Qui ab/condir feelera fua, nondirigetuta © > i i 
4, In fteadof making my argument a zoz-fequitur, he makes 
it a claré-féquitur : for the firk part of it notbeing taken off, but 
rather granted by liim, becaufe (as hefaith truly ) without con- 
feffion of fin there is no remiffion ofit, hence. the other part. 
muft needs follow : -for if itwasin. vaine fo muchas to fue for 
pardon in areconciling: Ordinance, when the finne was not: 
confeffed.; how much more had it been a taking in vaine ofthe- 
nameof God, & a prophaning ofa fealing Ordinance, to feale 
up pardon to a fcandalous finner, who had not fo much ascon-. 
Filbdhis andalous fin, bnt continued i manifeft.impetency?: 
1 l But; 
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| CHAP. XI. 
A Confutation of the ftrongeft arguments of Eraftus, 
namely, thofe drawn from the Law of Mofes. 


A Mong Eraftus k his arguments againft Exconimunication, 
three of them, namely, che firft, the feventh, and the fix- 
teenth, are all one for the fubí(tance, the ftrength of them lying 
in this fuppofition , that the Scripture doth not reftraine, nor 
keep off any from the Sacrifices nor any other Sacraments (as 
he fpeaketh ) of the old Teítament, becaufe of a wicked or 
{candalous converfation : but contrariwife commandeth that 
all the males both Jewes and forreiners , being circumcifed,and 
not being legally uncleane , nor ina journey; fhould compear 
thrice in the yeere before the Lord at Ieru(alem, to keepe the 
three folemn feafts, of the Pa(leóver, Weeks, and Tabernacles. 
Now (faith he) Chrift hath not in thisthing deftroyed nor al- 
tered the Law of Mofès, nor hath he made the rule ftraiter 
now thenit was then: but asthen all circumcifed, fo now 
all baptized perfons muit be acknowledged for Church mem-, 
bers, having a right to partake of Church priviledges : and 
as then there was no difcipline or punifliment for the flagitious 
and wicked, except by the hand of the Magiftrate; fo ought it 
to be in like manner in the Chriftian Church. THis argument 
he trufteth very much unto. And becaufe it is the common: 
opinion, that the excluding and feparating of the uncleane 
under the Law, did fignifie the excluding of fcandalous fin- 
ners from communion with the Church , hefpendeth ! a long 
chapter againft that opinion, and laboureth to make it appeare 
that the legall uncleanneffe did figniiie the corruption of our 
nature andunbeliefesthat exclufion from the Templedid fignifie 
exclufion from the heavenly Paradice;and that the cleanfing and 
reception into the Temple,did tipyfie the cleaníing of our fouls, 

and the turning of us to God by the blood of Jefus Chrift. 
Now here] fhall make fuch animadverfions , as fhall not 
onely 
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onely enervate the ftrength which thefe arguments may feem 

to have againft Church cenfures : but alfo afford fome itrong 

reafonings againft Eraftus, from thofe very grounds rightly 

apprehended , from which (upon mifapprehenfions) he dif 

puteth againft the excluding of fcandalous finners. Firft, it 

is certaine that for divers finnes againít the morall Law, the 

finners were appointed not onely to bring their Trefpafle- 

offerings, but to confefle the finne which they had committed, / / 

and to declare their repentance for the fame, and till chis was 

done, the Trefpaffe-offering was not accepted. Let us but 

havethelike, that is a confeffion of the finne, and declara- 

tion of repentance, and then men {hall not be excluded for 

fcandals formerly given. ™ Eraftas himfelfe acknowledgeth m pag. 106, 

that in this point of the confeflion of finne, the analogy muft 107,148,149. 

hold betwixt the old and new Teftament ; onely he P te 

that the very act, the very defiring of the Sacrament of the 

Lords Supper, is really a confeffion that he is a finner who 

defireth it: and that, much more, it may fuffice,. if fin- 

ners being asked by the Minifter, confeffe themfelves to 

be finners, and that they have not perfectly kept the Comman- 

dements of God. But all this, fay I, can not fatisfie the argu- 

ment drawn from that confeffion of finne under the Law. For, 

1. It was notaconfeflion ipfo fato , by the bringing of the 

Trefpafle-offerings, but by word of mouth , and» thus it hath 9 sce Ainsworth 

been expounded by the Hebrew Doctors. The owners of fine annot. on 

and Trefpaffesofferingr, when they bring their oblations for their Nuwm.5.7. 

ignorant or for their prefumptuous finnes , atonement is not made for 

them by their oblation , untill they bave made repentance 4, and con- j 

feffion by word of mouth. 2. Yt was not a generall confeflion that 

oneisafinner, and hath not perfe&ly kept the Commande- 

ments of God, (for who did ever refufeto make füch a confef- 

fion, that were in their right wits? that limitation is as good as 

nothing , when we fpeake of the fufpending of any. from the 

Lords Table.) But it was.a confeffion of the particular indivi- 

duall finne, which had been committed, Levit.5.5. And it [ball 

be when be (hall be guilty in one of thefe things, that be fball confefJe 

that be hath finned‘in that thing. Marke, in that thing. Num.5.7. o Ain{worthon 

Then they {hall conféffe their fine. which they have done. 9 W rigs Lev't.6. 4. 
aw 
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Law is to be underftood of all like finnes and trefpafles, that 
is, that other finnes which were expiated by Sacrifice, were firít 
‘to be confeffed. All this maketh againít an 

Next, whereas he faith r that this confefllon or declaration 
of repentance for finne , in the old Teftament, had place onely 
in thofefinnes for which theLaw appointed no particular pu- 
nifhments : and that there was no confeffion impofed where 
the Magiftrate was to punifh the crime : This with a great deale 
of boldneffe and confidence (as his manner is) he doth main- 
taine: Intending thereby Cit feems) to exempt from all manner 
of Church-difcipline whatfoever is punifhable by the civill 


 Magiítrate, asadultery, perjury, and the like. But that which 


he affirmeth fo ftrongly, is manifeltly contrary to the exprefe 
Law, Levit.6. from verf-1.to verf.8. where wilfull lying, and 
perjury, robbing and violence , fraud and couzenage, all thefe 
were to be confeffed and expiated by Sacrifice ; notwithftan- . 
ding that they were alfo to be feverely punifhed by the civill 
"Magiftrate. Nay, in that very place it is commanded that what 
‘had been violently taken away, or deceitfully gotten, or frau- 
dulently detained, fhould be reftored, and moreover a fifth 
part added thereto, fora mul&, yet thisdid not exempt the 
finner from making confeflion. So Num.5.6,7,8. for one and 
the fame offence the Law enjoyneth both that confeffion be 
made and expiation ; and moreover that recompence be made 
to the party injured or to his kinfman. Yea the Law,Num.5.6, 
7. {peaketh univerfally 5 When a man or woman [ball commit any 
finne that men commit, &c. then they (ball confeffe tbeir finne 
which they bave done. Which made the Hebrews extend this Law 
to criminall and capitall cafes, as Mr..4zzfiertb upon the 
place noteth out of thefe words of ALsimony. Likewife, all con- 
demned to death by tbe Magiftrates, or condemned to Stripes 5 no aa 
tonement is made for them by their death , or by their ftripes , untill 
they have repented and confeffed. And fo be that burtetb bis neighbour, 
or doth bim danamage, though be payeth Bim what ever be oweth bim, 
atonement 34 not made for bim till be confeffe.- Therfore Eraftus is 
ftill a double lofer in arguing from the Law of Mofes. It 
proves not what he would ; and it doth prove what he would 


‘not. 
' Thirdl : 
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Thirdly,men were kept from the San€tuary of the Lord, not 
onely for ceremonial! , but for morall uncleannefle, I meane 
for publique and fcandalous finnes againft the morall Law. 
Ezech. 44.7, 9. God was offended when fuch profelytes were 
brought into his Sanétuary, as were either uncircumcifed in 
flelh, or uncircumcifed in heart; that is, whofe pra&ife or 
converíation did declare them to be uncircumcifed in heart :. 
elfe the Lord would not have challenged thofe who brought 
{fuch profelytes into his Santuary, if their uncircunicifion of 
heart had not been externally manifefted , fo that it might be 
perceived by. his people; according to that P/alm 36. 1. The. 
tranfgrefsion of the wicked faith within my heart, that there is no 
feare of God before bis eyes. Tothe fame purpofe we read Ezra 6. 
21. not that all profelytes , nor all uncircumcifed, but onely 
all fuch as had feperate themfelves from the filtbineffe of the Heathen 
of the Land , ta feeke the Lord God of Ifrael, did eate of the Paffeo- 
ver. Moreover we may argue by a neceffary confequence from 
Scripture. The ceremonial! uncleanneffe was a cauíe of exclu- -— 
fion from the San&uary, and from the holy things. Therefore 1. ^E ^4» 
much more morall uncleanneffe. It was more finfull in its guzritar B: a 
felfe , and more abominable in Gods fight for thofe who qui femen prze 
did fteale, murder, eommit adultery, fweare falíely, and burne tet voluntatem 
Incenfeto Bzal, to come and tread in the Courts of the houfe oom emifitad 
of the Lord, and to offer Sacrifices there , as if Gods houfe had a a Num 
been a denne of robbers, Ifa. 1. 11,12,13,14.. Jerem 7.9,10,11. quàm AS. F^ 
This I fay was more abominable to God then if he that had retur, fcorta- 
touched a dead body, or had come into the tent wherea man tori autem & 
died, fhould have come unto the Tabernacle in his legall un- Ms uet 
cleanneífe. Therefore when Chrif caíteth out the buyers and (pond, ia 

- i | quia 

fellers out ofthe Temple, itis not for ceremoniall but morall ille ad (e ap- ' 
uncleannefle, and he applieth to them the words of Feremizh, propinquantes 
Ye have made it a denne of theeves,Matth.2.1.13 with. Ferem.7.11. contaminibat 3 


Andas it was more finfull to the perfon , and more hatefull to hic Deo & fibi 


God, fo it was more hurtfull to the foules of others, who per A phi 
were in greater danger of infe&ion from the morall, then from que non magis 
the ceremonial! uncleanneffe. This a Eraftus denieth indeed, inquinabar, 
but his exprefsion is unfavoury and unholy,which I am afhamed àm fi cum 


to repeat. Sure the Apoftle fpeaketh farre othewife Heb. 29. olm 
P fe 19,22 
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15,16. Left any root of bittermeffe (ringing up trouble yon, and 
thereby many be defiled; left there be any fornicator, or praphane per- 
fon, as Efau. A prophane or fcandalous perfon defileth , you 
fee, many others: and finne was of a defiling nature under the 
old Teftament, as well as under the new. I meanea root of 
bitterneffe not plucked up, a prophane perfon mot cenfüred,. 
doth defile others, as well as himfelfe. Both Peter and Fude 
have told us, that {candalous perfons are {pots and blemifhes 
in the communion of Saints, 2 Pet.2. 13. Jade verf. 12. So 
that as Eraftws granteth , that one legally uncleane could make 
others legally uncleane among whom he came, and there- 
forewas kept off from fellowfhip and company with the con- 
eregation of Gods people: It muftlikewife be granted, that 
ícandalous perfons are to be fufpended from the facred eom- 
munion of the Chriftian Church , becaufe if they fhould be 
admitted, the Church fhould be thereby finfully defiled. - For 
J|. 3€ the faying Ged fPeed to a falfe teacher makeus partakers of 
it his evill deeds 2 fohe 10. how much more doth the admitting 
of fuch or the like fcandalous finners to the Lords Table make 
(I fay not all who communicate then and there, but ) all 
who confent to their admifsion , to be partakers of their evill 


deeds. 


? Pog, 140- Fourthly, whereas? Erafius holdeth that the exclufion of the 


Y ir uncleane under the Law, did onely typyfie fomething which 
ie va ee is to come to paffe in the life to come, that is > the fhutting 
bemoans ant forth of finners from the Heavenly Paradice, if they be not 
munditiam a Wafhed from their filthyneffe by the blood of Jefus Chrift : 
liqui prehibé- and therefore ought not to be unto us any argument for 
bantur pus the exclufion of fcandalous finners. T anfwer, Ifthe fhutting 
ios mari Qut from Heaven was the onely thing fignified ; and if there 
cujupiam in be a fit analogy or proportion between the Type and the thing 
hocfeculocoras-typilied, then: 1. one may be in Heaven and caít out againe, 
plenaz, fed ándin and out againe, asunder the Law one might be many 
inago & imu- times admitted to the Temple and fhut out againe. 2. It 
agnos ES would allo follow, that there is fome other exclution grea- 
nerfciende, ter thentheexclufion from Heaven, as under the Law there 
i was a greater exclufion than the exclufion from the San&u- 

ary, and that was to be caft out from the company and. con- 


verfation 
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verfation of Gods people : f for though every uncleanneffe , 
which did exclude inc lon the € và of dy ilios did LEE - io 
alfo exclude him from the Sanctuary; yet every uncleanneffe zr. sin 
which did exclude one from the San&auary , did not exclude 
him from the company of the Ifraelites. Even as now among 
us, fufpention from the Lords Table is not the greateft and 
worft exclufion , butthere is another greater then that. Thus 
you fee Eraftzs could not make his Type agree with his Anti- 
type. Whence it doth further appeare that the exclufion of 
the uncleane under the Law, did teach and hold forth fome- 
what in a politicall fence, touching the communion and fel- 
lowfhip of the Church in this life. Whatfoever it might fignifie 
more, I will not now difpute, but this itdid fignifie. And 
this! (hall fo farre make good, that | fhall at onceboth an- 
fwer Eraftus, and propound a ftrong argument for the keeping 
off from the holy things thofe that are morally aud ícanda- 
loufly encleane. Firft, let it beremembered that I have pro- s; 
ved already from Heb.1 AC 16. 2 Pet.2.13. Fade verf.12. that //’ 
the people of God are detiled by communion and fellowthip 
with fcandalous finners. In the fécond place confider that pro- 
phecy,Zfa.52.1. Puron thy beautifull garments, O Fefafalens, the 
holy City : for henceforth there (bal. no more come into thee the un- 
circumcifed aud tbe uncleane. ‘That whole Chapter is a pro- 
phecy concerning the condition of the Church in the New 
Teftament, as is evident by fix parallels at leaft. Verí:5. with 
Rom.2.24. Verí.7. with Rom. 10.15. Verf-10. with Luke 3.6. 
the beginning of Verf-11. with Revel.18.4. the following part 

of Verf:11. with 2 Cor.6.17. Verf.15. with Ron. 15.21. ° Nci- 
ther is it the Church invifible, but the Church viitble, for 
Verf.15. is applied to the calling of the Gentiles Rom. 15.21. 
and Verf. 11: testhe Churches open feparation from Babyloz, 
Revel.18.4. It'is alfo the Church minilteriall Verf-7,8, 11. How 
beautifull upon the mountaines are the feet of bim that bringeth cord 
tidings,¢>c. Thy watchmen (bal. lift up the voyce,exc. Be ye clane 
that beare the veffels.of the Lord. Yt remaines to confider what is 
meant by the wncleane, Verf-1. it cannot be meant of legal] an- 
cleanheffe. (the ceremonial! Law being abolifhed ): nor of the 
hid uncleannefle of clofe hypocrites ( for in that fence it is 
Pa onely 
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onely the priviledge of the Church triumphant, that noun- 
cleane thing, nor no hypocrite fhall enter there.) It muft 
therefore be meant of fuch as are vifibly or feandaloufly un- 
cleane. And when it is faid, there foal! no more come into thee the 
uncircumcifed,and the uncleane,it mult be underftood refpetfzve,the 
uncircumcifed,fignifying fuch as are not fit to be at all Church- 
members: the uncleane fignifying fuch as are not fit to have 
communion in the holy things: for fo thefe two were diftin- 
guifred under the Law. Thirdly , there is another place which 
(to me) puts it out of controverfie , 2 Cor6: 14, 155 165 17% 
Where the Apoftle exhorteth believers to avoyd all intime con- 
verfation or fellowfhip with unbelievers, by marrying with 
them, by going to the Jdoll Temples, or the like; he conclu- 
deth with a manifeft allufion-to the legall ceremony,Be ye fepa- 
yateyand touch net tbe uncleane thing, or the uncleane things as the 


Syriacke hath it. And what agreement hath the Temple of God 


. with idols, Ver{.16. Where the Syriack readsth thus: And what 


agreement hath the Temple of Gad with the temple of Divels ? Re- 


^ member, would the Apoftle fay, thatas under the Law, the 


touching or eating of uncleane things made thofe that touched 
them, ordid eate of them to beuncleane ; fo doth your fel- 


- lowfhip with unbelievers, or your eating in their Idoll-tem- 


plesdehle you. Andas then thofe that had touched any unclear 

thing were not received into the San@uary , fo I will not 
ceive you into fellowíhip with meand.my people, faith che 
Lord,except you.be feparate from the fonnes of Belial. There- 
fore touch not the uncleane thing, and I will receive yow: Which: 
is not {poken of receiving: us into Heaven, but of receiving us. 
into the Tabernacle of God in this life, as-is manifeft by -Levite 
26.11,12. the place cited by the Apoftle in the words imme- 
diately preceding. And Iwill fet my Tabernacle among yous and: 
nay foule (hall net abborre you. And E will walke among you , and 
will be your God, and ye [ball be my people. And in this manner, 
God faith-he will not receiveus, except we avoid fellowhhip: 
with the workersof iniquity, efpectallyinholy things, = = - 
I fhall adde fourthly , for further cleering of this point:im 
hand, Peters vifionjand the interpretation thereof A% xo. & rts 
a paflage cited by Erzftur: pag. 138,139: while he is Mr ce 
Mat: 
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that the thing fignilied by the legall uncleannefle, wasonely the 

corruption and Infidelity of nature which excludeth a finner 

from heaven. The place is fo farre from proving what-he 

would, that it proveth the contrary; for it fpeaketh plainly of 

that uncleanneffe which excludeth men from fellow-fhip with. 

the Saints in this life; from companying together, from eating . 

together. And when Peter expoundeth the vifion, he faith, ye 

know bow thatit is an unlawfull thing for a man that ís a kew to 

keep company, orto come unto one of another Nation : but God bath > 

fhewed me that I (bould not call any man common or unclean, mean- 

ing for being a Gentile and not a lew. Act. 10.28. you fee, the 

not eating nor touching of unclean Bealls, Birds, and creeping. 

things ( fuch as Peter faw in the vilon) was underftood by the 

people of God, as forbidding their affociation or fellowship in 

this world with Heathens, or irreligious perfons, and fuch as - 

walked not according to the Law. And in this fence the Law been Ts 

was underítood, not onely by Pere, but generally by the Jews gued. 48. Eu- 

Ad. 11.3. Gal. 2.42. E * lot am actüs qui- 
Nay fitthly, the legall uncleanneffe, in the fence ofthe Jewes; cam prater 

did fignifie not onely fuch things as did exclude others from fel- Com@@ums 

low-fhip with them, but fuch as did exclude the Jewes them- ni t—À 

felves from the holy things. Therefore it is faid Io. 18. 28. dos ad mandu- 

they themfelves went not into tbe Judgement ball,left they (bould be de~ candum ag- 

filed : but that they might eat the Paffeover : \ntimating that ifthey num, vel qux- 

had gone into the houfe of an uncircumcifed man, orhadupon 6979S fanĝi- 


l J r i . ficata,ficut — , 
fuch a day gone into the Judgement Hall about a litigious a&i Wika sin 


on, they hadbeenunclean, andío might not eát the Paffeover-. aliter, vel in- 

* dd = e e e e f e ax 
Whether it were the coming into the houle of Pilate, he being trare in loeum 
aman uncircumcifed; or t whether it were ( which I'rather Judicii ad litio- 
think) a litigious action upon a Holy-day, which might have jet fic 

) dos bli bu: i icitut Io, 18% 
defiled. them: this, is plaine, that they thought there wasa zud, Capelli 
morall uncl-auneffe( fignitied by the ceremoniall. uncleaneffe) EMKPIEIz. 
which might keep men from the Pafleover. — | ves Chriffé: 

i . Ba|ctase p.2 s. 

Cum itaque hzc una fuerit illarum Traditionum, ut ne die fftó capitali judicio vacarent,. 
eaula null: eft curex iftimemus cos ine necefiitate voluiffe proprias conftitutiones ita pedi- 
bus conculcare, & tam folennis feft religionem prophanare. (/&fdubon Exerc. 16: Anuo 34e 
num. 32. citeth a plaine paflage-in Maimonides declaring that they ‘held it unlayfull te: 
$udge ofcapitall cafes upon the perparation to the Sabbath or to'a Holy-day. 
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The fifth animadverfion fhal] be this: whereas Eraftus hold- 
eth pag. 106. thatunder the law every one was judged cleane or 
uncleane, according to his owne judgement and confcience, 
aud not according to the Prietls, the Lepers onely excepted; Al- 

'fo that when amanhad committed any finne, it was in the free 
will of the finner to expiate his finne when he pleated, and he 
was no way compelledto it. J anfwer, If every ancleaneper- 
fon except the Leper was allowed to judge and pronounce him- 

(u) L’ Enpe- felfcleane when hepleafed, then to what purpofe did » that 
reur mot. i11 Law ferve Lev.7. 20.21. or that whoever was uncleane and 
cod middoth. P» Had not purified himfelf, was not tobe admitted co come into 
40. Arcebantur "aus 

aurem hujuf- the Tabernacle, andifheprefümedto come, he was to be cut 
medi contami- off from the congregation Num. 19? By Eraftus his principles 
mti, donec «a no man fhould haven cut off, ifhe had pleaded himfelfnot 
peregiieat co be uncleane ; and how many would doe fo, if that could 
p nd fave them from being cut off? Is itnot alfo plaine from Levit. 
aa contraxs 15-15-30. 31. that both men and women who were uncleane 
erantdelen- — by their iffues, (not by Leprofie) were to bring an offering to 
dum facerent, the Prieft fortheir cleanfing, otherwife were not to be account- 
atque hac rati- ed cleane, but lookt upon as defilers of the Tabernacle in their 
onefuisma-  ncleannefle, whatever they might thinke of thenifelves. So 

E The h clean after Child-Birth, had 
eefliffent.The Women that were unclean after Child-Birth, had not power to 
unclean were pronounce themfelves cleane,and were not free to come to the 
not permitted San&uary when they pleafed, but they were firft to bring a finne 
copartke of offering, and the Prie(t was to make atonement for them Lev. 
»" pigeon 12.6:7.8. There was-a certaine number of dayes appointed for 
T lib. e, 17, the cleanfing, both of women after Child-Birth, and of men 
- who had an iffue, yea, when the dayes of the cleanfing were 
full-filled, they were not free to come unto the Tabernacle, ex- 

-cept they brought their offering for atonement. Lev. 12.6.7. & 
15. v. 13.14.15. Philothe Jew de vita Mofis lib. 3.pag.531. tells 
us there was a certaine definit time, till the expiring whereof, 
‘thofe that were uncleane by a dead body, were excluded from 
the Temple. Fofephus antiq. Ind. lib. 3. cap. 10. records the like, 
not onely of Lepers, but ofthofethat hadan iffue, or were defi- 

.... led by the dead, that tillthe fet time was fulfilled, allthefe 
: were kept back from the congrégration. ’ "wy A 


. Theotherthing which Eraftus faith, that it was left fi 


ree to 
the 
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the finner to expiate his finne when he pleafed, doth no better 
agree with the Word. for it was commanded that upon the 


very knowledge of the finne; the trefpaffe offering fhould : 


be brought; andthe finne confeffed Levit. 4.14.28.6» 5. 3.4.5. 

Sixthly, whereas Eraffus pag. 105. urgeth the univerfall 
Law, by which all are commanded to keep the Paffeover except 
theuncleane, and thofe in a journey, therefore all others(how 
flagitious or fcandalons foever in their lives) were bound to 
keep it 5 T anfwer. Who knows not, that many univerfalls in 
Scripture areto be retried, and not to be underítood as the 
words at firft found? as Io. 2. 10. every man atthe beginning doth 
fet forth good wine, that is every Matter of a feat Luk. 13. IS. 
doth mot each oxe of you on the Sabbath lofe bis Oxe or bis Affe; chat 
is each one that hath an Oxe or an. Affe ; To. 10. 8. all that ever 
came before me were Theeves and Robbers, meaning whoever be- 
fore him did:make himfelf the truedoore, by which the fheep 
muft enter in. So Joel. 2. 28. Iwill poure out my fpirit upon all 
fief yet not upon all and every one; but upon thofe onely 
whom he receiveth in Covenant. Rev. 13. 8. and all that dwell 
upon tbe earth (Ball worfbip bim ( the Beat) whofe nam: are not 
written in the Booke of life; yet there havebzen many reprobates 
who neither worfhipped the Pope nor knew him:but it is meant 
of all underthe power ofthe Bea't. So when all are commands 


ed to keep the Pafleover, it mut be underitood ofallit perfons, | 
and fach as were not tobe excepted. You will fay the Law ex- . 


cepteth none; batthe unclean, and thofé in ajourney, therefore 
all others not excepted were to keep it; for where an exception 
is made from an univerfall Rule, that Rule is the more fure 


and certaine concerning all other particulars not excepted. To , 


that I anfwer, Eraftus himfelf addeth another exception, and 
thatis, of the fick who could not be préfent.’ ‘ The Hebrewes 
make divers other exceptions, for they fay, Women and Servants 
are not bound to appear : but all men are bound except th: deaf, and 


tbe Dumb, andthe Foole, aud the little-Child and the Blinde aud 


the Lame, and tbe deftled,: and the- uncircumcifed; and the old man, 


and the fich; „and the tender and weake which are not able to goe up on ` 


their Feet. All thefe eleven are diftharged (vc. See Ainfworth on 
Exs. 23.17. And compare this with Maimonides de Favlol. chap. 


II. S.GER 
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q, II. Se&. 18. where he that hearkens to Sooth-fayers,Wizards, 
l Charmers, and the like,is faid to be reckoned among Fooles and 
Children whofe reafon is imperfe&t.. Therefore thefe were to 
be excepted as well.as Fools and Children, and {o were other 
{candalous perfons, which I fhall prove anon. 
A Seventh Animadverlion fhall be this. Eraftus in thefe 
Arguments of his from the Law, doth confound Svzera- 
Cx) Pigs og. ents with Sacrifices (as 1 touched: in the beginning) 
Hoc ipfo, quod Yeas * he argueth expreffely, that whoever were admitted 
ad expiandum to expiate their Sinne by Sacrifices, were thereby admitted 
peccatum ju- to Sacraments, becaufe ( faith he) all thefe : Sacrifices were: 
betur adferre true Sacraments. So he fpeaketh in other places, that 
pr he might feeme to difpute the more appofitely for promifcuous 
i > oed admiflion to the Sacrament of. che Lord Supper. y But Sacri- 
fed ad ea invi- ficesand Sacraments are as different as Giving and Receiving. 
tatur; nam [n Sacrifices man is the giver,. God is the Receiver. ; In Sacra- 
oxniabzc — ments God is the Giver, Man is the Receiver. Ii Sacrifices 
E eant Peace is made with God. In Sacraments itis fealed and fup- 
= pofed to be made. . They therefore that hold the Paffeover was a 
: Sacrifice (an opinion partly grounded on Deut. 16.2. and 
Cy) Peri partly taken from the Jewes difperfed,who thoughlthey obferve 
iin f E divers pafchall rites, yet they doe not kill the Pafchall Lambe, 
crificium & DOr keep the Pafleover according to the Law, it being to them 
Sacramentum ; unlawfull to offer Sacrifices, except in the Land of Canaan) 
quod Sacrifici- have the fhorter evafion from Eraftus his Argument touching 
um eft obedi- the admiffion to thePaffeover. But I have given other anfwers. 
= Sable 4, And this much hall fuffice for anfwer to the Eraftian’ Argu- 
UU ejus a ments drawn from the Law of Mofes, which fome fuppofe to be 


tita, five the ftrongeft. | 

moralis five Assets TT l I 
cxrimonialis cum morali conjun&a : Sacramentum eft Signum gratiz dei erga nós in fide à 
nobis fufceptum. | 
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CHAP. XIL - 


Fourteen Arguments , to prove that [candalous and pre- 
fumptuous Offenders againft the moral Law (though 
circumcifed and not being legally uucleane ) were ex- 


cluded from the Paffeover. 


Here is fo much weight laid, both by Eraftus himfelf, and 
by Mafter Pryane, upon the univerfall Law commanding 
all that were circumcifed to eat the Pafleover, except füch 
‘as were legally uncleane, or were in a journey : that] am re- 
folved, once for all, to demonítrate againft them, that men 
were excluded from the Paffeover, for fcandalous and enormous 
Trefpaffes againft the morall Law, as well as for legall unclean- 
neffe. Peradventure it will feemeto fome, that] undertake to 
prove a paradox, and to walke in an untrodden or obfcure 
Path. Yet my Arguments are fuch, as] truft fhall weigh much 

with intelligent men. | 

The firk Argument fhall be this. ( which is hinted by Urfizus 
and Pareus Explic. catechit. Queft. 85. art..2. ) Whofoever 
by Gods appointment were excluded from the priviledges of 
Church Members, and not to be reckoned among the Congre- 
gation of Ifrael, thofe wereby Godsappointment excluded 
ae the Paffeover. But whofoever committedany fcandalous 
finne prefumptuoully,or with an high hand, wereby Gods ap- 
pointment excluded. from the priviledges of Church Members 
and not to be reckoned among the Congregation of Tírael.Ergo. 
The Propofition hath this manifeft reafon forit. Thofe al who 
were commanded to eat the Paffeover, cannot be underitood to 
be ofalarger extent. then theChurch of Ifrael: Thofe there- 
fore who werenot tobe acknowledged or ufed as Church- 
Members, wereby Gods appointment excluded from the Paffe- 
over. The Aflumption is proved from Numb 15.50.31. But 
the foule that doth ought prefumpteoz fly (whether: he be born in the 

landyo a firanger) tbe [ame reproacheth the Lord, and that foule (ball 

Q. e 
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be cut off from among his people, Becaufe he hath delpifed the word of 

the Lord, and bath broken bis commandement, that foule foal utterly 

be cut off : bis iniquity fall be “pm bim. 
The prefumption here fpoken of, is not onely the prefumpti- 
on of heart ( faith Cajetan ) of which God onely is Judge, but 

a prefumption manifefted in word or work, which he conceives 

to be intimated by the Hebrew phrafe, with an high band. Grotius 

underftands one that either denyes that there isa God, orthat 
the Law was given by God, or-after admonition goeth on in 
histrefpaffe. But fure he mittakes the ae which he un- 
derftands to be extrajadiciall, and that he who finds one thus 
jj inning prefumptuoufly, may kill him ex jure Zelotarmme, as 
Pbinebes did kill Zimri and Cofsi. ^ 

I have fpoken before of the cutting off, which I will not here 

refume. Onely this,fuch prefumptuous and contumacious fin- 
ners were not to be reckoned among the people ofGod, ‘nor 
to enjoy the priviledge of Church Members, therefore not ad- 
mitted to the Paffeover. my. dem i > 2 4 

Secondly, Lofepbus de belle Iud. lib.7. cap. 17. {peaking of 

füch as $i Pcia to eat the Paffeover, in eh Bote of Cei- 

ws, doth thus defigne them, xaSapér axavrav naidyior, being 
all of them pure and boly, not onely pure from legall un- 

cleanneffe, but fuch as were alfo efteemed holy: But moreover; 
itis clear from Io. 18. 28, they themfelves ( the Jewes)) went not 

into the Fudgement Hall left they fhould be defiled: but that they might 

eat the Paffeover : that the Jewes did fo underftand the Law,that 

moral] as well as ceremoniall uncleanneffe , did render them 

uncapable of the Paffeover: for they had no fuch ceremoniall 
Law, that they who come into the Judgement Hall, fhould be. 
legally or ceremonially uncleane : yet this had difabled them 

from eating the Paffeover : for they held litigious or forenficall 
actions unlawfull upon a holy day. as Capellus, and Cafaubon 

C above cited)doe prove. Such a fmfull'and fcandalous a& had. 
kept them back from the Paffeover. 

Third] y, if we confult the Chaldee paraphrafe upon Exod.12. 
43- itfaith thus. Every Sonne of Tfrael whois an Apoftate, fall. 
net vat of it. And upon the fameplace Mafter Ain/worth proves 
ont of Maimonides thatno Apoftate nor Idolater was perniitted 


to 
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to eat of the Paffeover. Yea, fome Ifraélites who were nota- 
poftates, nor idolaters, were fora fcandalous action excluded 
from civill, how much more from Ecclefiafiicall fellow-fhip ? 
See Maimon; of Fdolatry cap. 9. Se&. 15. With an Yfraelitey who 
bath made defettion to tbe worlbip of Fdolls, itis forbidden to have 
traffique or commerce either in bis going or returning : with another 
Lfraelite going te the Markets and Faires of Heathens, we are onely 
forbidden to bave commerce in his returning. \f it was unlawfull to 
them, fo much as to have civill commerce with an Ifraelite 
coming from the Markets of Heathens(fearing left he had fold 
{fome what which was dedicate to Idolatry,as the reafon is there 
given) although he was no Apoftate nor Idolater: it is not eaf- 
ly timaginable, that fuch a one was freely admitted to the 
Paffeover. 

Fourthly, an Ifraelite though circumcifed, and not legally 
uncleane, yet if he either turned Idolater, or an ineo 
an Epicurean, wasno longer acknowledged to be in Church- 
Fellowthip or Communion, therefore rendred uncapable of the 
Pafleover. 7f. Abrabanel in his Book de capite fidei, as he fhew- 
eth whom they efteemed Apoftats or Hereticks cap. 12. fohe 
alfo intimateth.that fuch ‘were excluded from the communion 
oftheir Law Cap: 3. dub. 5. none being acknowledged to bez 
the Communion of Ifrael who did notbeleeve the Articles of faith 
profeffed in the Jewith Church Ep. 6. yea, he tells us Cap. 2 4. 
(which the Talmud it felf faith tit. Sanhedrin. cap. 11. Sett. x.) 
that Hereticall or Epicurean Ifraelites were lookt upon as ex- 
cluded from having portion. in the world to come. Andas 
Dottor Buxtorf íheweth out of their owne writers, they efteem- 
ed an Hereticall líraelite to be fo abominable, that they did 

 ftraight and without delay excommunicate him. Lexic. Chald. 

- alm. & Rabbin. pag. 195. How is it then imaginable thatchey 
admitted fuch a oneto eat the Paffeover? Let us heare R. Mofes 
Maimonides himfelf de Idololatriacap. 2. Se&.8. An Idolatrous 
Ifraelite is as an Heathen in all things which be dotb &c. So alfo If- 
raelites who are Epicures are not efteemed to be Ifraelites in any attion 
of tbeirs&c. Now they are Epicures who aske counfell from tbe 
thoughts of their own mind, being. Ignorant of tbofc things we have 
poken of, untill baving tran[greffed 7j chief beads of the Law, they 
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offend by contumacy and prefuinption, and {zy there is no finne in this 
thing. But itis forbidden to [peake with them or to anfwer them; for 
itis faid, come not neer the door of ber boufe Prov. 5. 8. Therefore 
the whorifh woman that Solomon jpeakes of, was(in the opinton 
of Maimonides) fuch aone as was not to be efteemed as an Ifra- 
elite, nay nor {uch as was to be fpoken with, much leffe to be 
admitted. to the Paffeover. yea, Maimonides de Fdil. cap: 10. 
Seét. 2. faith yet more. But thofe Lraelites which forfake their rex 
ligion, or become Epicires we are bidden kill them and perfecute them 
even untohell. How could they then admit to the pafleover 
thofe whom they thought themíelves obliged to perfecute even: 
unto hell? | | 

Fifthly, thole Arguments which prove an exclufion of known 
prophane perfons from the Temple,. will alfo provean exclufi- 
on.of known prophane perfons: from the Paffeover : fornone 
might eat of the Pa(feover; who might not alfo come into the 
Temple. That fcandalous prophane perfons might not come 
into the Temple, hath been proved already. 

Sixthly, lárgue from the lefler ‘to the greater. If men were 
to be kept back for legal] uncleanneffe, much more for moral] 
uncleanneffe, this being more hatefull to God and more hurt- 
fullto men then the other: This. juft confequence Grotius ans 
notin Luk. 6.22. dothadmit. If by the Law faith he; one that 
was leprous or had a filthy fcab; was feparated from mens com- 
pany, left he fhould infe& others, it was noill confequence:. 
that.( if no heavier thing) this at leaít fhould be impofed on. 
flagitious & wicked perfons, who did by the contagion of their 
finfull example hurt others,& bring a reproachupon the whole 
congregation from which the congregation could not be made 
rr» xcci publik deteftation of that wickednes:thusGrori: 
* Seventhly, the purging out of leven. fromthe Congregation. 
of l{rael,.-was a fignificant teaching Ceremony; holding forth 
this duty, that the Church ought. to put away wicked perfons 
fromamong them; for fo doth the Apoftle expound. it 1, Cor. 5. 
verf. 6.7. Know ye not that a little leaven leavenetb the whole lumpe 2 
purge out therefore the old leaven: Which relateth not onely tothe 
purging of their own hearts,. but to the purging of the Church, 
and the putting away of that wicked perfon, this being the 


Ícope: 
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{cope of the whole Chapter. Now the morall fignifieation of 
that ceremony of -purging out the leaven, did concerne the 
Church of Ifrael as. well as the Chriitian Church; even as the 
divers wafhings under the Law did teach and hold forth the 
duty of fan&ification and purity to the people of God at that 
time, as well as typitie the fan&ification of the Chriftian 
Church. : d: ; pine 
Eighthly, though the hallowed bread might in-cafe of necef= 
fity be lawfully given to David and his men, ( the Ceremonial: 
of the firt Table yeelding to the Szbftantials of the fecond ) yet 
Abimelech. the Prieft would not adventure to give it, till he 
underítood that.the young men had then kept chemfelves at 
lea i from women, 1 Sam.2 1.45556. this being a part of that fan- 
&ification which was required in thofe who did partake of holy 
things, notonely among the Hebrews, but among other Nati- 
ons, as Hugo Gretim noteth upon the place, and upon Exed. 19; 
15- Now the Shew-bread, or the twelve loaves which did thew 
or prefent the people to God, can not be fuppofed to be holier 
then the Pafchall Lambe which did (hew or prefent Chrift to 
.the people, and was a Sacrament or Seale of the covenant of 
‘grace. David alfo and his men in that danger of their lives had 
as good right to-eate the Shew-bread, as any Ifraelite could pre- 
.tend to. for his eating the Paffeover: yea that was a fubftantiall 
duty of the {fecond Table, which Chrift himfelfe juftifieth : 
this was a ceremonial] duty of the firft Table, and; grounded.on. 
a pofitive law. This therefore doth afford me an argument 
with manifold. advantages. For if the Shew-bread might not 
-be given to David and his men: in'their extreame néceflity:,, un- 
lelle they had for a certaine {pace before abítained from the ufe 
of their wives, otherwife lawfull :-liow much lefe might the 
Paffeover be given as an holy Ordinance(which-did-not concern. 
the faving of miens lives in.extreame neceflity ). to-{candalous. 
perfonslivingin known whórdome and.adultery? - | 
— Ninthly, largue fromthat place, Ezecbia2.26.. Her Priefts- 
have violated my law and have prephaned: mine holy things :- t boy. 
bave put no difference between tbe boly and propbane., Will any man 
fay. that. they were to put. a difference between the holy: and: 
; on : propliane: 
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prophane in other Ordinances, and not in the Paffeover ? and 
why not in the Paffeover, as well as in other Ordinances? If 
{fuch difference was to be put in the Paffeover , then how thall 
one imagine that no man was kept backe from the Pafleover 
becaufe of known prophaneffe or moral! uncleanneffe ? for 
what difference was put between thé holy and prophane, when 
the prophane were received as well as the holy? Mr Coleman 
held that this Text reacheth not to the keeping pureof the 
Ordinances by any a& of government, but onely that the Priefts 
did prophane the holy things in their owne practice, by ea- 
ting in their uncleannefle, and alfo in their miniftery becaufe 
they taught not the children of Ifrael to puta difference be- - 
tween the cleane and the uncleane. Maledicis pag. 11. But the 
Text gives not the leaft ground to reftraine this fault of 
the Priefts here reproved , either to their perfonall a&ions, or 
to their do&rinall miniltery. Nay the Text will reach to an. 
a& of government neglected; for the word here ufed to expreffe 
the diftinguifhing or putting of a difference between the holy and 
prophane is T3 which is often ufed in Scripture to expreffe 
an a& of government or authority , whereby one perfon is fe- 
parated or diftinguifhed from another perfon, or one thing 
from another thing, as Ezra 8.24. Then I feparated twelve of tbe 
chiefe of the Priefts, crc. Exra 10. 8. all bis fubftance floould be 
forfeited , and bimfelfe feparated [rem the congregation. Here it fig- 
nifieth fuch a feparation , as was a publique cenfüre: why not 
alfo Ezech. 22.26? The fame word is ufed in the ftory of the 
divifion of the Land by Fofbza, Fofb.16.9. And the feparate Cities 
for the children of Ephraim. Icis ufed alfo to expreffe Gods di- 
viding of light fromdarknefle, Geneft.4. alfo his fepara- 
ting of Ifrael from all other Nations,Levit.20.24. And whereas 
M: Goleman did take hold of the following words in that 
place of Execbiel, either have they fleewed difference between 
tbe uncleane and tbecleane , as being meerly doctrinal]. Firft, 
( if ic were fo ) how will it-appeare that thefe words are 
exegeticall to the former, and thatthe putting of difference 
between the holy and prophane, mentioned in the former 
words ; was onely meant of fhewing the difference do&rinally? 
or 
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or why may we not rather underftand , that the Prieíls are 
eharged with neglect of duty beth in Do&rine and Govern- 
ment. Secondly, even that latter word 915. fecerunt fcire, 
the Septuagints render 4év»:and they ule Rasime as Synony- 
mous with yest w, dpeile, Doeila, Saspiouer, wrogo: by all thefe 
(fignifying to feparate or to divide ) they render 77 yea the 
Septuagints expreffe a forenficall cenfure or- judiciall fepara- 
tion by Nasmwas Ezra 10 8. x) dutis iuga iren So that when 
they retainethe fame word in rendering YI) in this Text of 
Ezekiel, they doe thereby intimate that che latter word will 
reach a power which was more then do&rinall, as well as the 
former. Which I doe the rather affert , becaufe V?! is taken by 
the Septuagints (not feldome) as agreeing in fignification with 
WY! de voluntate fua certiorem reddidit, conftituit, decrevit : fo that 
it will reach the making of others to know a thing, not onely 
doctrinally, but by rules, Canons, Statutes, and Government. 
Yea YI’ will reach the teáching or making men to know by 


cenfures or puni(hments inflicted, as Fudg. 8.16. Gedeon tooke © 


briars and thornes YT) Pagnin, c confregit. and he brake with 
thefe the men of Succoth. Hierome,c contrivit. The Septuagints 
rengar comminuit. The Englith Tranflation, and with tbeje be 
tangkt( in the Margent made to know )the men of Succoth. For 
this fignification of the word,namely conterere Arias Montanus 
in his Hebrew Lexicon citeth 1í2.53.3. Ezecb.19.7. So eonters 
Pfalm 74.5. Prov.10.9. Upon this laft place Mercerus tels us 
that the Hebrews doe not onely admit this fence of that Text, 
but in'other places alfo take the fame word pro confring?. So 
that without the leaft violence to the Text in Ezekiel it may 
be thus read; They bave.mot feparated (or put difference ) between 
the boly and propbane , neither bave they broken (or divided) between 
tbe uncleane and the cleane. The latter part feemeth to charge 
the Priefts with the admiffion of fuch as were legally uncleane; 
the former part, with the admiffion of fuch as were morally un- 
cleane or prophane,to fuch ordinances.as were appointed:onely 
forthe holy and cleane. l | 
Tenthly, Heathens or ftrangers who were not Profelytes of the 
covenant or of righteoufneffe, were not permitted’ to eate p ia 
affe- 
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Pafleover. Nowonethatis by profeilion a Church member, 
but living in prophaneffe and fcandalous wickednefle, ought 
to be efteemed as an Heathen, Adstth.18.17. yea as worfe than 
an Infidell , 1 Tim. 5.8. Hence was it that the word Heathen 
was ufed for an irreligious or wicked man, as is obferved by 
Mathias Martiniws in lexic. philol.pag.717.718.and as a difcri- 


-minating name from believers; fo Zonaras in Conc. Carthag.Can. 


24. When David fpeaks of his perfecuting wicked enemies, 
though Ifraelices, he cals them ftrangers and heathen, P/al.5 4.3. 
Pfal.59.5. How then can it be fuppofed, that thofe who were 
efteemed as heathens, were admitted co al] Church priviledges, 
as well as the beft Ifraelites ? 
Eleventhly, that which was among the Jewes a fufficient 
caufe to deny cireumcifion to him who defired to be admitted 
and received into the Jewifh Church as [VY 3113 78 Ger ben — 
berith, a profelyte, fonne of the covenant , or PIS 14 Ger tfédech , a 
profelyte of Ó— , Was alfo a fufficient caufe to deny the 
Paíleover to a profelyte who defired toeateit. Even asnow 
that for which we may and ought to refufe Baptifme to one 
that defireth it, muf needs be alfo a caufe and reafon to refufe 
the Lords Supper to him that defireth to receive it; for he that 
is not fitto be baptized, is muchleffe fit to receive the Lords 
Supper. But prophanefle or a fcandalous converfation was 
among the Jewes a fufficient caufe and reafon to refufe Circum- 
cifion. Yea as Dr Buxtorf tels us in Lexic. € bald. Talm. Rabbin. 
pag. 408. before the Jewes would circumcife or baptize a pro- 
felyte (for after circumcifion they did baptize him)they did firft 
examine him exactly, and prove him narrowly, whether he 
delired to be a profelyte,from covetoufnefle, ambition, feare, 
the love of an Ifraelitifh virgin, or the like finifter end. It 
upon examination it did appeare that he was not moved by 
any worldly coníideration, but by affe&ion to Religion and 
the glory of God, then they proceeded to fet before his eyes 
the ítri&neffe of the law , and how ftraic and narrow a path he 
muft walke in, telling him alfo of the perfecutions and tribu- 
lations of Ifrael. If after all this triall they found him ftedfaft 
in his defires and refolutions , then they received him , he be- 
ing 
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ing frt inftru&ted in the Articles of their faith,and in the Com- 
mandements of the Law. How much leffe would they have 
circumcifed a fcandalous perfon, being fo farre from any hope- 
full fignes Of fincerity , that he had the blacke markes of a 
worker of iniquity ? And if they would not receive fuch a fcan- 
dalous flagitious perfon to circumcifion, how could they re- 
ceive fuch a one(being circumcifed ) to the Pafleover ? 
Tweltthly, compare Ezra 6.2 1. with Ezra 10.16,17. Firftic 
is marked Ezra 6.2 1. that fuch profelytes did eate che Pafleover 
with the children of Ifrael, as bad feparated themftlves unto then 
from the filthineffe of the Heathen of the Land ,to feeke the Lord God of 
Ifrael. If thofe who did eate were thus qualified, it isnot ob- 
{curely intimated , that thofe who were not thus qualified did 
not eate. And if no profelyte who did not feparate himfelfe 
from the filthineffe of the Heathen, was allowed to eat the Paffe- 
over,then muchleffe was an Ifraelite who did not feparate him- 
felfe from the filthyneffe of the Heathen, allowed to eat it. I like 
well Bedz his obfervation upon Ezra 10.16,17. Ifrael was pur- 
ged fromunlawfull marriages, and the ftrange wives putaway; 
and this worke was ended againit the beginning of the firft 


moneth , to the intent that none defiled with unlawfull ma~ 


riages might eate the Paffeover , Ut ante initium menfis. primi 
confummarentur omnes qui prophano erant connubio maculati, id 
eft a tali fielere purgarentur , quatenus ipfum men(em primum in 
quo erat pafcba faciendum, mundi intrarent, mundi pafcbalia fefta 
peragerent coc. 

= Thirteenthly, I argue from the fignification of the legall or 
ceremoniall mncleannefle, and from that which was fignified 
by the exclufion of thofe that were legally uncleane. Without 
all controverse the keeping backe of fuch,was a fignificant cere- 
mony. For all thelegall ceremonies concerning cleanneffe or 
uncleanneffe were teaching ceremonies, and are therefore called 
Dotfrines, Matth.15.9. Col.22.2. What was taught and fignified 
thereby , I have before fhewed , namely, that prophane ones be 
not admitted to fellowfhip with Gods people in their holy 
things. Yea,was not prophanneffe and open wickedneffe more 
hatefull to God than legall 'uncleanneffe ? yes faith Eraftu 


pag. 144. becaufe God appointed greater puni(hments for. rhe 
NN former 
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former then for the latter: the greater crimes weve punilhed 
by fireand fword, ftoning, hanging; the fmaller by mul&s, 
and ftripes. But yet (fay 1) by his grounds the legal] unclean- 
nefe was more hatefuli to God than prophaneífe and wicked- 
nefle, in reference to fellowfhip in the holy things, (for that is- 
the point) He holds that the moft flagitious and prophane 
were commanded of God to cate the Paffeover , and yet thofe 
that were onely Iegally uncleane were forbidden : though the 
Scripture fay, *Prov.15.8. & 21.27. that the Sacrifice of the wic- 
ked is abomination to the Lord, aud the oblations of thofe 
whofe hands were full of blood, his foule hated,and he could 
not away with thenvZíz.1.11512,13,1 4.and when they came to. 
hishoufe, he told them, When ye come to appeare befcre me , who 
bath requird ibis at your bandsyto tread my courts ? 

I fhall not need to infift here, upon the excluding of bond 
fervants , and thofe that were bought with money,from the 
Paffeover, and the admitting onely of thofe chat were free. 
Which z fome of the Zr; Divines themíelves have interpreted. 
to fignifiethe exclufion of thofe who are fervants of finne, and 
of thofe who feeke onely the things of theearth. But there is 
one argument more (it fhall be thelat) which doth convince 
me, that others befides the uncircumcifed, and: they that were 
legally uncleane , even thofe that had fcandaloufly tranígreffed. 
the morall Law, were excluded from the Paffeover. The 
ground of my argument is that whereof I have fpoken before,. 
the law for confeffion of finne and declaration of repentance; 
without which the Trefpaffe-offering was not accepted Levit.5, 
5,6. which Law is extended to every knowne finne that was to. 
be expiated by Sacrifice, Num.5.6,7. When a man or woman (hall 
commit any finne that men commit, to doe a trefpaffe against the 
Lord (the 70 read, and defpifing be defpifo; to note rebellion 
orcontumacy’) and that perfon be guilty ( that is be found guilty, 
or when the iinnefhall be known , fo the phrafe of being guilty 
is explained, Levit. 4.1314.) Then they foall confeffe their finne 
which they have done. After which followes reftitution to the 

party wronged, and atonement made by the Prieft. Whence T 

argue thus. Ifthe feandalous perfons were not admited to the 

Txefpaffe offering (which was areconciling Ordinance ) with- 
out. 
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out confeffion of their finne, which was knowne to have been 
committed by them, much leffe were they admitted to the 
Palleover (which was a fealing Ordinance ) without fuch con- 
feflion of their (inne. But fcandalous pérfons were not admit- 
ted to the Trefpafle-offering, ( which was a reconciling Ordi- 
nance) without confeflion of their finne which was known to 
have been committed by them. Therefore much lefle were they 
admitted to the Pafleover, ( which was a fealing Ordinance ) 
without fuch confedion. This argument 1 did before Chap.10. 
vindicate from Mr. Pryzze. I will here further ftrengthen itjand 
vindicate it from another exception , which peradventure will 
be madeagainftit. The propofition is certaine : for fome are 
called to make their peace with God, who can not have any 
affurance fealed unto them , that their peace is made with God; 
But if God will not be reconciled , he will farre leffe "feale re- 
conciliation. There i no peace to the wicked faith God,how much 
leffe can their pace be fealed to them? The affumption is ma- 
nifeft from the Scriptures laft cited. And if any fhall fay that 
the Law, Levit.5. is meant onely of private finnes, and thofe of 
ignorance, which fo foon as they come to knowledge , are to 
. beconfeffed. Vanfwer. 1. Its more then can be proved,that one- 

ly private finnes and thofe of ignorance are there meant of. Of 
this I have fpoken elfewhere. But be it fo. If fome private finnes, 
yea finnes of ignorance were to be publiquely confeffed when 
they were known, how much more were publique and fcanda- 
lous fins to be publiquely confeffed? 2.The Hebrews underftand 
the Law of confeffion to be extended to all finnes whatfoever 
that were expiated by Sacrifice, and that before atonement 


could be made, the (inner muft make confeffion and fay, O God sy 
I have finned, and done perver fely, I bave trefpaffed before thee, and 1) 


bave done thus and thus : and lo I repent and am a(bamed of my de= 
ings , and I will never doe this thing againe. 3. ln all Sacrifices 
for atonement or expiation a man laid his hand upon the head 


of his offering , Levit.1.4. Exod.29.10,15,19. This laying on y; 
of hands was the rite ufed in confeffion of (inne, whereby a7; 


man did profeffe that he was worthy to be deftroyed for his 


finne, and that he laid his finne upon the beaft which was 
Ra killed 
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killedin his tead , thereby figuring that upon Chrift are laid 

the iniquities of us all. And with the laying on of hands upon 

the Sacrifice, confeffion of finne was made by word of mouth; 

a Togas in Which as itis the judgement of a Interpreters, fo it is eafily 

Levit.1. quefie proved from Levit.16.21. And Aaron [ball lay both bis bands upon 

15. Ainjworth the bead of the live Goat, and confeffe over him all the iniquities of 

en Levit.t.4. she children of Ifrael , and all their tranfgreffions in all their finnes, 

putting them upon tbe head of the Goat. Whereupon | conclude, 

that any finne which was expiated by Sacrifice,;whether a pub- 

lique or fecret offence, was confeffed before it was expiated. 

4. The Law Numb.s .6. extends confeffion to any finne that men 

commit, as hath been before obferved. 5. Philippus Gamacheus 

a learned Doctor of Sorbon, comment. in tertiam partem Thome, de 

Penitentie Sacramento cap. 13. doth ingenuoully acknowledge, 

that the forefaid law of ofer, concering confeflion of firme, is 

no warrant for their private auricular, and Sacramentall con- 

bDeinde nee fefion, bbecaufethe Jewes were not by that Law bound to con- 

Judai confite- (1. any other finnes, but finfull a&ions or externall tran(gref- 
co P Il fach, but chiefly the notorious and fcanda] 

omnia exa@e, Nons, nor all fuch, but chiefly the notorious and fcandalous 

accurate, ficuc. finnes. If he had perceived the leaít colour of an argument,from 

nos; non enim that Mofaicall Law, for the neceflity of confeffing private 


peccata interna finnes to the Prieft, furely he had taken hold of it, and had not. 
& mentaiia, quit it. 


fed folum ex- À 
terna, quz opere ipfo confummata eflent,& in exteriorem a&um tranfiiffent &e. Tertió, nec 


Judzi omnia externa peccata in confeflione declarabant, fed prafertim notoria & publica, ut 
krt opinio probabilior. 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. XIII. 
Mafter Prynnes Argument from 1 Cor. 10. (whieh he 
d to be unan[werable) dzfeuffed and confuted. 


After Prynne in the 15. page of his Vindication endea- 
.V X voureth to prove, that fpirituall pollution by reafon of 
grofle and dore finnes, did not debarre them that were 
circumci(:d from the Paffeover. as Paul faith he) expreffely de- 
termines 1 Cor. 10. 1.10 10. (ag unan[merable Text to this pur- 
pre) moreover Brethren F would not that ye fbould be ignorant that 
(the Text faith how that) all our Fathers were under the Cloud, and 
allpa (led through the Seayc were all Baptizedunto Motes in tbe Cloud 
& inthe Sea; and did all eat the fame fpirituall meat(to wit the Paff- 
over and Manna) and did all drinke of tbe fame fpirituall drinke, for 
they dranke of the Rock that followed them, and that Rock was Chrift. 
But perhaps all thefe C ommunicants were vifible Saintssfree from any. 
legall pollution, at leat not Tainted with any fcandalous finne: The 
Apoftle to take off this eva fion, fubjoynes, iu tbe very next words. But 
with many of them, God was not well pleafed, &c. So thatthe IHfrae- 
lites being once circumcifed, were all admitted to eaz-the Paffeover, 
though fome of them were Fdolaters, others lufters afier evill things; 
others fornicators, others tempters of Chrift 5 otbers naurmurers againft 
God and Mofes. The fame argument he hinteth pag. 9.to prove 
the like under the Gofpell. It’s one of Erajtus his argments, 
Confirm. Thef. pag. 118. 119. and ascolourable as any other, yet 
not unanfwerableas Mafter Prynne holds. , 

For 1. though he faith the Apoftle cleerly determines , 
that thofe who were tainted with groffe and {candalous 
finnes, were admitted to the Paffeover ; yet Ifinde nothing 
of the Paffeover, neither inthe Text, nor in the fence 
of any Interpreter which I have locked upon. Nay, it did not 
fo muchas fall in the thoughts of Eraftus himfelf; for Beza 
having obje&ed to him thathe ought to have compared our 
Sacraments with the purely facred Feafis in the old Teftament 
rather than with the manna, and with the water of the Rock, 


which weré for corporall nourifhment ; Eraftus replyeth no-- 


thing concerning the Paffeover ( which had been his beit anfwer' 
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ifhe had feen any probability for it, ) onely he faith that he 
compareth our Sacraments with the manna and the water ofthe 
Rock, as the Ápofile doth before him. 

2. The Textit felf feemeth rather to determine clearly, We 
the Paffecver is not there intended: for all the other particulars 
there mentioned did agree to all the Iífraelites, men, women, 
and Children : all thefe were under the Cloud, and all chefe 


'paffed through the Sea,” and all thefe drank of the water of the 


Rock; and why fall wenot underftand, that all thefe did al- 
fo eat o^the fame fpirituall meat, that is of che Manna, not of 


the Paffeover, ofwhich women and Children under 13 yeares - 


of age did not eat: neither did all the males above 13 yeares 
eat of it’ for the unclean wereexcluded by the Law: thofethat 
were in a journey did not eat of it nor the hired Servant: the 
fick faith Eraftus did noteat ofit: the Jewes exclude alfo the 


, Dumbe and che Deaf. Ifitbefaid, that verf. 1. fpeaketh onely | - 


ofthe Fathers, and that therefore the Textis not tobe under- 
ftood of women and Children alío. 1 anfwer, This is as incon- 
fequent, as if one would argue, Pau! faith Aden, Brethren, ard 
F athers, therefore no women were among that multitude of the 
people AG. 21.35.36.39. 40. or this, the Apoth faich Bre 
tbren pray for us, therefore he derës not lreving Sifters to pray 
forhim. In this fame Testin hand, the Avoftle fpeakes to che 
whole Church of Corinth, to make them afraid of Gods judges 
ments if they finne as the Ifraelites did. It he had argued 
onely from the iinne and judgement of the men, and not 
alfo of the women in the wild:rnefle , the women in 
Corinth hed fo much the leffe applyed it to them'elves. But 
if I fhould grant (which will never be proved) that by the Fa- 
thersare underftood the, men onely, yet it cannot be faid that 
as all the men of Ifrael were Baptized in the Cloud and Sea, and 
all of them drank of the fame fpiritaall drink which came out 
ofthe Rock, fo all of them did eat the Paffeover: for even of 
the males divers were excluded from the Paffeover, as the un- 
clean, the hired Servant, the Child, thefick, &c. fo that this 
would make the Apoftles argumentation running upon a five- 
fold alto hang ill together. I had not iníified at all upon this, 
but to fhew the weak grounds of Mr.Prynves itrong inn 
^. 3° 
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3. Ifthis argument of his hold good, he mutt grant by A- 
nalogy that all Baptized perfons muit be admitted to the Lords 
Table, though they be Idolaters, fornicators, &c. whichas 
itis contrary co the Ordinance of Parliament, fo to his own 
prefilled Tenents, forhe profeflethotherwhere, he is not for 
the admiffion of {candalous perfons to the Sacrament, and that 
he would have them in cafe of obfinacy, not onely füfpend:d: 
from the Sacrament, but.excommunicated from all other Ordi- 
nances, till publike fatisfa&ion given forthe fcandall, and till 
external] (ymptomes of repentance appear. So 45e Antidote ani- 
madverted tells us and his owne vindication pag. 50. If thisbe 
his minde, then it isincumbent to him to loofe his owne knot, 
all circumcifed perfons though Tainted wich grofe fcandalous 
finnes, as Idolatry, and Fornication, were admitted to the 
Patfeover, and fo it ought to be under the Gofpell. If he fay 
that thofe {candalous finners in the wilderneffe had not been ad=- 
monithed,were not obftinate,or chat they profeffed repentance, 
and promiíed amendment, and did not in the meane while per- 
feverein their wickedneile, but fatisfed tor the {candall : firk 
how proves he that? ncxt, in fo faying he will anfwer for us as- 
well as for himiclf, and his argument (ifall granted) cannot 
prove that fuch fcandalous iinners as have manifeft fymptoms of 
impenitency, or doe not con'effe and forfake their finne, may 
be admitted to the Lords Table. 

` 4. The Manna and the water owt of the Rock, though they 
had a fpirituall and evangelicall fignification, and dip typife 
Jefus Chriit, yet they were alfothe ordinary Food and-Drink. 
ofthe people in the wilderneffe : {o that if fcandalous finners 
had been excluded from partaking of thefe, they had been de- 
prived of their ordinary daily corporall nourifhment; which 


makes a vak difference between their cafe in the wilderneffe, and : 


oursattheLords Table. — 
5- The Apoftle fpeakes of thofe fcandalous finnes, ascom- 


mitted,not before, but after the eating of that {pirituall meat, . 
and drinking of that fpirituall drink; firft this is cleer of their 


Baptifme in tlie Cloud and in the Sea, which was at their paf- 

fing through the Red Sea, Exod 14. before any of the groffe 

and {candalous finnes there.mentioned were committed s ind ; 
acre- 


127 


lee ee 
128 Aarons Rod Bloffoming, Or the Divine Booki 


therefore was not pertinent to be objected. ' Immediately there- 
after they did eat of the fpirituall meat , thatis of the man- 
ma Exo. 16. and drank AF tae fpirituall drink, that is ofthe 
Water aut ofthe Rock which followed them Exod. 17. to give 
drink to my people, my chofen faith the Lord Ifz. 43. 20. Novwgaf- 
ter thofe men had eaten of the fpirituall meat, and drunk of the 
fpirituall drink, they did fall into Idolatry, Fornication, &c. 
and this is all which the Apofile faith, thereby warning the 
Corinthians not to prefumeupon their partaking in the Ordi- 
nances, nor to think all well with themfelves, becaufe they 
were Baptized, and had eaten and drunk at the Lords Table;for 
after all this they had need to take heed, left they fallin foule 
finnes, and luft after evill things, and fo draw upon them- 
{elves the heavier judgements. That which Mater Pryzzetakes 
for granted(upon a marvellous miftake of the Apoftles words) 
he hath yet to prove, thatis, that after fome of them had fál- 
len into Idolatry, others into fornication, others into mur 
muring againft Cod, thofe who were known to have commit- _ 
ted thofe groffe and fcandalous finnes, were allowed and ad- . 
mitted,*as before, to eat of the fpirituall meat;and drink of the 
fpirituall d'ink. Imean not onely the Paffeover, (which is 
not at all meant in this Texc) but even from the Manna and the 
water of the Rock thofe fcandalous finners were cut off by 
death, except fuch of them as did repent and turn, for whom 
atonement was made to God. As foonas Mofes came into the 
camp, he gave a charge to flay every man his Brother, and 
everyman his companion which had committed the finne of 
Idolatry :and for the rett who furvived Meofès made atonement, 
and gotan anfwer of Peace from God, concerniegthem. Ex». 
32. & 33. We read alfo that the Lord plagued the people, be- 
caule of their Idolatry Exo. 32. 35. and the people did mourn 
and humble themfelves and caft off their Ornaments Ex». 35. 4. 
So that (1 am fure ) the firft cafe mentioned by the Apoftle niak- 
eth much again our Oppofites. The fecond example is the 
matter of Peor, where they did fall both into Idolatry and For- 
nication together;but what came of it? Adofes gavea charge to - 
the Judges of Ifrael’, to flay every one. his men that were 
joyned to Baal Pecr Numb. 25. 5. and there died alfo ofthe 
| Plague 
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Plague 2 4000.v.9.But what was the peoples part in Repenting? 
verf. 6. tellsus, thatal! she congregation of tbe Children of Ifrael 
were wecping before the door of the Tabernacle of the Congregation ; 
and for thofe that remained alive, Phinches made atonement, 
and the Lord fmelledafavour of reft verf. 11. 15. As for the 
third cafe, inftanced by the Apofile, which is the tempting of 
Chri, much people of Ifrael dyed for it, and the remnant did 
repent, and confeffe that particular finne ‘that they had poker 
againft the Lord.and againft Mofes, and therefore did defire A4- 
fes, topray unto the Lord for them. Num. 21.6.7. Lafily, for 
that of murmuring, thofe thathad che chiefe hand in it died o£ 
the Plague,Num. 14.37. and the people mourned greatly, and con- 
feffed, We have finned verf: 34. 40. And thusby fearching for an 
Anfwer to our Oppofites argument, we have found this argu- 
ment againít them. 
If Godhimfelf did execute fuch Diícipline e thofe who 
were tainted with the groffe and fcandalous finnes of Idola- 
‘try, Fornication, &c. That he would not permit them to 
enjoy their former liberty of eating of the Manna,and drink- 
ing of the Water of the Rock, (being fpirituall meat, and 
fpirituall drink, as Typifying Chrift, though appointed of 
God. alfo for ordinary daily food and drink to his people) 
untillthey mourned, repented, confeffed, and atonement” 
was made for them : It is much leffe the will of God, that 
. fuch fcandalous finners, as are manifeflly impenitent and 
- manifeftly not reconciled to God, fhould be admitted and 
received to the Lords Supper, which is an Ordinance purely 
fpirituall. RE, 
But the former part is true. 
Therefore fo is thelatter. - gs 
6. Another Anfwer I fhall adde, (though I need addeno 
more) Thofe finnes mentioned by the Apoftle were not fcan- 
dals given by a few perfons, nor.yet by afew Families, nor 
bya Tribe, but they were common nationall finnes ; and fo fall 
not within the verge of our Controverfie, which is not con- 
cerning the fufpending ofa fcandalous Nation from the Sacra- 
ment, for fome nationall finne ; but concerning the fufpeníion 
. effcandalons perfons for their perfonall publike offences. Ifit 
$ 
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be obje&éd unto me, thatthe Apoftle faith, that fome of them 
were Idolaters, and fome of them did commit Fornication, &e.: 
I anfwer, when he faith fome, he faith fo in referencé to the AN 
which had gone before, that is, all the Ifraelites who did eat of- 
the Manna and drink ofthe water oftheRock, during the 40: 

eers in the wilderneffe, fucceflively : fo that he makesa diftri-: 
asa of Ifrael in the wilderneffe, comparing one paffage with 
another, not diftributing thofe that lived together at oneand ' 
thefametime. And that it muftneedsbe fo underftood I prove 
from Exo. 32. where we find all the people falling into T 
fo Num. 14.2. Andall the Children of Ffrael murmured againft 


Mofes and againft Aaron. The other two are alfo calledthe ` - 
finnes of the people, and of Ifrael, and the people were punifh- - 
ed, and for one of them all the Heads of the people commanded > 
to be hanged. Num. 21.5. 6. & 25.3. 4. Peradventure every : 


one did not a& in each of thefe finnes, but yet they were natio- 


mall (as we call national!) finnes, the generality of the Chil- 


dren of Ifrael, either a€ting or partaking therein. In fucha cafe 
Auguftine thought fit to füfpend the exerci(ing of Excommuni- 
cation for the {finne of drunkenneffe rather than to excommmuni- 
cate all Africa. | y i 
; Thefe are my fix anfwers to Matter Prynnes unanfwerable ar- 


gument. ; À 


The end of the firft Book. 


ordinance of Chureh- government vindicated. 


AN 
APPENDIX 
To the Firft Booke: 


Containing an additionall debate 


concerning the Jewith Church- 
Government and Cenfurese 


m fg Have faid enough (as I fuppofe ) of a 
Ppp Church-Government and Church-Cen- 
342. fures diitin& from Magiliracy and civill 
“ale jJuítice among the Jewes, whereby the fee- 
2 ming Old Teltament ftrength of the Era- 
“LOY ftians, is fufticiently yea abundantly bro- 
ken; And now it appeareth how ill 
= grounded that Affertion is which did 

lately come abroad in the Difcourfe entituled , The difference 
about Ghurch-government ended Vag.8. Mofes was firft the fole 
Ruler erc. Afterwards when Kings reigned in Ifrael, King Solo- 
mon put Abiatbar the high Prieft from bis Office, fetiing up Ladak, 
and David diftingnifbed the courfes of the Priefts, and other. godly 
Kings from time to time ruled in things Eccleftaftical , and Priefts 


never; till'tbat after their returne from the Babylonifh captivity, £5 
: m T in 
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And no better grounded are the firt five queftions in Mr Prygze — 
his Dzotrepbes catechifed, i which he doth intimate that there 
was no dicin& Eccleíiafücall jurifdiction among the Jewes, 
and that all fcandalous finnes and offences now pretended to 
be of Eccleiraticall cognifance, wereby Gods owne inftitution 
throughout the old Teftament , inquireable, examinable , de- 
terminable, and punifhable onely by the temporall Magiltrates 
or eivill powers, not by any Ecclefiatticall perfons or Officers. 
But when he fhould prove that there was no Ecclefiafticall 
jurifdi&ion diftin& from the civill, be brings many Scriptures 
to prove that there was a civil] jurifdi&ion and civill or tem- 
porall punifhments in the Old Teftament. How cold the con- 
Íequence from hence will be, again Church-Government, 
the intelligent Reader cannot but perccive. 
 Themoft of that ftrength which doth militate againft thefe 
Eraftian Principles, is prefented and drawn up in this prece- 
ding Booke. That which I now intend is onely an additional} 
debate. a 
TET And fir of all it isto be obferved' that the fame point of 
gius Dil: adv. Controverfie is. debated a with the Anabapti(is, they, holding 
‘Anabupt. pag. a5 the Eraftians doe, that in the old Teftament, there was buc 
276. loke Çip- one kind of government, one kindof jurifdi&ion, one kind of 
penburg.in Gare punifhment, and that ic was Civill or Temporall;but an Eccle- 
grena The, Panicat Judicature or cenfure in the old Teftament they deny. 
Anabipt. part. qy wt E Ged by thofeth +. ada’ ro es 
30. Difp. 11. Wherein they are contradicted by thofe that writ again{ them. 
citeth thefe words out of a beoke of the Anab:ptifts de Cenfur. Ecclef. Ante-adventum Chrifli 
tempre veteris Teilammi, unicum tantum inflitutum fuifje regime, ac non nifi-unicam punitionemy 
videlicct 4 magiffratu exercendam [ecumdum {cripram legem à Mile traditam y quá luendum erat 
vel in bonia vel in cor pore,ac fuflinenda aut Mors, att carceraut mula pecuniaria.: que omnia poli- 
tici crant,nen EccleSallici judicii. In oppefitien hereunto headderh. In Eccbefis reformatis credi- 
tur cx verbo Dei, fáffe à Deo jamolimin VU, T. inffrtatum duplex regimensduplici officio gubernde 
ienis, qua politice, qua Ecclefaftice, diftinttum. 

Secondly, we muft diftinguifh with great caution, and(as they 
fay) cum grano falis, between that which was ordinary and that 
which was extraordinary in the Jewifh Government. We 
cannot, from extraordinary caíes:colle& and conclude that 
which was the fixed, fetled, ordinary rule. The examples 
which have been allcdged for tlie adminiftration of Church- 
Government, ehe purging away of fcandais , the c" 
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the Miniftery in the old Teftament, by the Temporall Magi- 
ftrate or civill powers onely, and by their owne inmediate 
authority, how truly alledged or how rightly apprehended: 
fhall appeare by and by: this I tay for the prefent, diverfe of 
them were extraordinary cafes, and are recorded as prefidents 
for godly Magiftrates their duty and authority, bnot in a re- 
formed and conítituted Church , but in a Church which is full b D.Parens in 
of diforders, and wholly out of courfe, needing reformation. 74:47. 
So that the Eraftian Arguments drawn from thofe examples, Judicia eccle- 
for invetting the Magiitrace with the whole and fole power of tiaftica ad Ec- 
Government and jurifdi&ion in Ecclefiatticall affaires, are -— n 
no whic better than the Popifh and Prelaticall Argaments, for an coats 
the lawfulneffe of the civill power and places of Clergymen Dei. Magiftca- 
(asthey called them ) drawne from {ome extraordinary ex- tus nihilomi- 
amples of Aaron his joyning with Mofes, and Eleazer with nus eft cuftos 
Fofbua , in civill bu(ineffe of greateft confequence; of the ad- aap = 
miniftration and Government of the Commonwealth by Eli cibus Sacerdos 
the Prieft, and by Samuel the Prophet; of the anointing of tibus vel dege- 
Febu to be King by Elifba ; of the killing of Athaliah, and the nerantibus,de- 
making of Feafo King by the authority of Fehojadz the Prieft ; E reformare 
of the withitanding and thrufting out of King "Uzziab, by NUT 
fourícore valiant men of the Priefts, and fuch like cafes. Mafter d 
Prynne himself in his Diotrephes catecbifed pag. 4.noteth that Ezra 
the Prieft received a fpeciall commitlion from Artaxerxes, to fet 
Magiftrates and Judges which might judge all the peopleEzra 7. 
_ 11525. from all which it appeareth that as Priefts didextraordi- 
nary fome things which ordinarily belonged to Magitracy , fo 
Magiítrats did extraordinarily that which ordinarily did not 
belong to their admini(tration.I conclude this point with a paf- 
fage in the fecond book of the Difcipline ofthe Church of Seot- 
landChap.10.And although Kings and Princes that be godly, fome- 
— dimes by their own authority, when the Church ts corrupted, and all 
things out of order , place Adinifiers , and reftore the trite fervice of 
the Lord, after the example of fome godly Kings of Judah and divers 
godly Emperours and Kings alfo in the light of the new Teftament ; 
yet where the Miniftery of the Church is once lawfully conftituted, — 
and they that are placed dee their Office faithfully, all godly Princes 
and Magiftrates ought to heare and obey their voyce, and reve- 
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rence the Maiefty of the Sonne of God {peaking in them. 

In the third place, let us takea particular furvey of fuch Ob- 
je&ions, from which the Era'ijans doe conclude that the power 
of Church-gov 'rnment in the old Teftament was onely in the 
hand of the Magifrate. ` 

And firt concerning Mofes , icis ob'e&ed that he being the 
fupreme Magittrate did give Lawes and Ordinances for ordering 
theChurch in things pertaining to God. 

Anfiv, This he did as a Prophet from the mouth of the 
Lord, yea as a type of felus Chriit the great Prophet, Dewr.18. 
15.18. not as civill Magi‘irate. 

2. Objet. We read not of an Ecclefiafticall Sanhedrin adjoy- 
ned wich Mofès, but onely of a eivill Sanhedrin Ng. 11. N'ei- 
ther doth the Talmud mention any fupreme Sanhedrin but one. 

Anfw.1. Jf thofe 7o Elders, Num. 11. beunderftood onely 
of the civill Sanhedrin, (which fome doe not admit, though 
for my part I doe nct gainfay it) yet we read of the contiitu- 
tion of another Sanhedrin or Affembly of 7o before them. 
Which J have before proved from Exod ? 4.1. T 

. 2., And if there had been no diftin& Feclefiatticall Sanhe- 
drin in Mofes histime, yet by the Law, Det. 17. when the 
- people came into the Land of promife, they were to heve 
two diftin& Courts in the place which the Lord fhould choofe. 
Of which alfo before. And whereas Mr Prynne in his Diotrepbes 
catechifed queft.2. intimateth , that by the Law Disi. 17. the 
Prie: s were onely joyntly and together with the temporall 
Judges, to refolve hard civill cafes or coatroveriies : this fence 
ean neither agree with the dis un&ion in the Text verfe 12. 
the man that will not hearken anto the Pricff, or unto the Tuae > 
nor yet with the received interpretation of thofe words between 
flroke and ftroke, that is, between leprofie and leprofie , the deciuon 
whereof,is no where in Scripture found to be either committed 
unto or affumed by the civill Judge. As for the Talmud, that 
1/ of Babylon was not begun to be compiled: before the yeere of 
t I Chri: 367, norfinifhed before che yeere of Chrit 500. The 
Jerufalem Talmud can pretend to no greater antiquity than the. 
yeere of Chrift 230. So that both were colle&ed long after the . 
diffolution ofthe Sanhedrin and:government of the Jewes. No 
l ; marvel} 


p 


Ordinance of Church-government vindicated, 


marvell therefore, it chefe declining times did weare out the me- 


mory of fome part of their former government. 

3. Object. The King was by Gods appointment entrufted with 
the cuftody of the booke of the Law „Deut. 17 18.2 King.11.12. 

Anfw.1. The principall charge of the cuftody of the Law 
was committed to the Priefts and Levites, Deut. 3 1. 9, 2452326. 
Of the King it isonely faid Dewt.17.18. That be fhal! write bim 
a coppy of this lawina Boake, out of that which is before the Pr iefts 
and Levites. - 

2. I heartily yeeld chat a lawfull Magiftrate, whether Chri- 
Rian or Heathen, ought to be a keeper or guardian of both 


Tabks, and as Gods Vicegerent hath authority to punifh hay-, 
nous tinnes againft either Table, by civill or corporall puniil.-: 
ments which proves nothing againit a ditin& Chunch-govern-: 


ment for keeping pure the Ordinances of Cheitt. . 

4. Objeli. King David did appoint the Offices of the Levites 
and divided their courfes 1 Chre.23. So likewife did Salomon 
appoint the courfes and charges of the Priefis, Levites and Por- 
ters in the Temple. 


Aa[». David did not this thing asa King,butasa Prophet, 


2 Chre.-8.14. For fobad David the man of Gid commanded; the 
fame thing Leing alfo commanded by other Prophets of the 


Lord, 2 < bro.29 25. Accerding to the commandement of David, | 


and of Gaid the Kings feer, and Nathan the Prophet , for fo wasthe 
eommandement of the Lord by bis Prophets. Which çleareth allo 
Solomons part, for (befide that himtelfe alfo was a Prophet ) 
he received from David the man of God, a patterne of that 
which he was.to doe in the worke of the houfe of the Lord, 
and dire&ions concerning the courfes of ‘the Levites, 1 Cbro.28. 
1112,13. 2 Chroi. 1 4. 

5.0 eli. King Solomon depoíed Abiathar from his Prie£ hood, 
and did put Zzdək in his place. Y "O 

Anfw. Abiatbar was guilty of high treafon for aif ing and. 
ayding Adonijah, again. Salomon , whoawnot onely his tacher 
David but Cod himfelfe had daigned id ihe Ciedwins. So that 


the crime was ot civill cognizance, and Abizthar-deierved to: 


die for it. That which Solamm did was an &ndcea, a modera- 


tion of the puni(hmenc , as Srrigelius «als ic; when Solanm 


\ might 
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might juítly have put him to death, he onely banitheth him 
from Hierufalemto Anatbotb , there to enjoy his owne inheti- 
tance, to livea privatelife, and no more to intermeddle in 
State affaires. Wherefore this example doth belong to the cafe 
of a capitall crime committed by a Miniíter, but.notto the 
cafe of fcandall or mal-adminiftration in his Miniftery. 

2. Neither did Solomon dire&tly or intention ally put Abiathar 
from the Priefthood for that offence, but by confequence it 
followed upon his banifhment from Hierufalem, the place 
where the high Prieft was to exercife his calling , 1 King. 2.27. 
So (that is, in refpe& of banifhment from Ierufalem mentioned 
in the verfe immediately preceding) Solomon thrajt out Abisibar 
from being Prieft unto the Lerd. A Minifter now banifhed is not 
thereby thruft out from all exercife of his Miniftery, for he may 
exercife it in another place; but Abiathar being thruít out from 
Hierufalem was eo ipfo thrutt from the calling of the high Prief, 
which was neceffarily to be exercifed in that place. 

. 3. Solomon being a Prophet , who knowes what warrants he 
had more then ordinary for that which he did to Abiathar? ` 
that it was not without an extrordinary divine inftin&t, fome 
colle& from the next words; that be ( Solomon ) might fulfil the 


- word of the Lord which be fpake cencerning the boufè of Eli in Shilo. 


4. As for the invefting of Zadok with the place and authority 
of the high Prieft, it doth not prove that the Magiftrate hath a 
conftitutive power to make or authorize Church officers: for 
Zadok had been formerly chofen by the congregation of Irael, 
and anointed to be high Prieft, 1 Chro. 29.22. yea he did fall 
to the place Fure divino : for the high Priethood was given to 
Eleazar the eldeftfonne of Aaron, and was to remaine in the 
family of Eleazar , from whom Zadok had lineally defcended: 
Whereas Abiathar was not of the family of Eleazar, but of the 
family of Iibamar. 

6. ObjeB. Hezekiah did apply his regall power to the refor- 
mation of the Levites and to the purging of the Temple,2 Chr. 
29.5. and did alío nin the courtes of the Priefts and Levites 
every man according to his fervice,2 Chro.31. So likewife did 
King Fofab,2 Chro.35. A. 

Anfw. Hezekiah inexhorting the Levites to fan&ifiethem- 
" felves 
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felvesand.co clean'e che Temple , doth require no other thing 
than the Law of God did require, Nu«:.8.6.1 1.15. €» 18.32. 
which Hezekiah himfelfe pointech at, 2 Cbro.29.11. And why 
fhould not the Magiitrate command Minilters to do the duties 
of their calling according to the Word of God? As for his ap- 
pointing ofthecourfes of the Prie'ts and Levites,he did nothing 


therein, but what the Lord had commanded by hisProphets, ^ 


2 Cbro.29.25. The like lanfwer concerning King Iofrab, for it 
is recorded, that what heedid, wasafter the writing of David 
and Soloman, 2 Chro.35.4.and accordiag to the Comm indement of 
David and Afaph, andHeman, and Jeduthun, the Kings feer, 
Verle 15. as it je written in the booke of Mo(es,v.12. | 
7. Objet. King Jos[b while hee yet did right in the dayes of 

Ieb»j ıdı the Prieit , fent the Priefts and Levites to gather from 
allIfrael. acolletion for repairing the houfe of the Lord, and. 
when they dealt negligently in this bufineffe he difcharged them: 
to receive any more money fo collected. ` 

. Anf. loa(b. did impofe no other collections, but thofe que di- 
vino jure debebantur, which were due by divine right, faith Wolphi- 
m, in 2 Kings 12. The thing was expreffely commanded in the 
Law of Mofés, compare 2 Chro.2 4.6.Exo.3 0,12513,14.As for the 
Kings prohibition afterwards laid upon the Prietts,1 the Priefts 
had ftill negle&ed the worke till. the three and twentieth 
yeare of his raigne was come, 2. The Priefts themfelves con- 
fented to receive no more money, 3. Fhe high Prieft had ftill a 
chiefe hand in the managing of that bufineffe, in whichalfo the 
Priefts that kept the doore had an intereft. All which is plaine 
from 2 Kings 12.6.8,9, 10. And befide all this, it was a money 
matter, concerning the hyringand paying of werkemen,and fo 
did belong to 7 ££, to the extrinfecall, not to theintrinfecall 
things of the Church. 


8.0 jet. The Kings of the Jewes have purged:the Land from: 


Idolatry and Superftition, have broken downe Altars,cut down: 
Groves, defiroyed highiplaces, and fuch like Idolatrous Monu- 
ments. ) 

Anf: This. was nothing but what was commanded in tlic 
Law of Mofes, whereunto alfo thefecular coercive powe: was. 
neceffary. LOTT 
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Let icbe rcmembled concerning thofelgodly reforming Kings 
of Iudib 1. The cafe was extraordinary, no matter of ordina- 
ry Government.2 Their reformation was Iure divine. The Law 
of God was the rule, and Ins Divinum was not then ftartled at, 
but embraced. 3. Sometime alfo the reformation was not with- 
out an affembly of the Prophets, Priefts and Elders, as 
2 Kings 23.1. 

- 9. Objet. Mr. Prynne in his Diotrephes Catechifed, Quaft. 2. 
fiarceth another objection from 2 Chr.19.asking, whether it be not 
clearly meant, that as King Jofiah bimyelfe (he fhould have faid 
Iehofbaphat )did by bis owne regall authority , appoint Iudges in the 
Land and in Jevufalemyin the preceeding 5 ,6,7,8,9.e 10.Verfes, to 
determine all coritreverfies and punifb all offences whatfoever , ac- 
cording 10 the Lawes of God and that Kingdome, fo hee did by the 
Jelfe fame regal! authority appoint Amariah then chiefe Prieft, over 
the Priefts and Levites onely ( implyed in the word you, zot over 
the people of tbe Land ) in all matters of the Lord, that is, to 
Order , direti the Priefts and levites , under bim in their feve- 
rall courfes, and all matters whatfoever concerning the Wor- 
foip, cine. 

Anf.x.. Mr. Prynne will never prove from that Text, That 
Iebofbapbat by his regall authority did appoint, or fet Amariah 
the chiefe Pfie to be over the ret 3 The Englihh tranflators 
expreffe thefence by inrerlaciag the word is Vere 11. Andbe- 
hald Amarian tbe chiefe Prie{t is over you in all matters of the Lord. 
2. To reftri& the word yo to the Priefis and Levies onely, 
is an intolerable wrefing of the Text ; for all thefe relatives, 
Verfe 9,10, 11. them, ye, you, mutt needs repeat the antecedent 
Verfe 8. and fo relateto the chiefe of the Fathers of Ifrael , as 
well as to the Priefts and Levites. So that thefe words, A- 
msrisb the chiefe Prieff is over you, are {poken to the Sanhedrin; 
and tlie plaine meaning is; that Amariah the chiefe Prieit was 
at that time the Nafi, or princeps Senatus , the Prince or chiefe 
Rulenof che Senat , ás Gretiwsexpounds it. 3. That the high 
Priet was a Ruler of the People, as well as of the Priefts and 
Levites, is manifeft from, As 23.5. where Paz! applieth to 
thehigh Prieft, chatLaw, hex foals ot peake evill of the Ruler 
of thy people. 4. Wherefore to retort the Objection, Mr. Pr "n 
nd ot 
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doth here acknowledge upon the matter two diftin& Govern- 


ments to have beeneat that time, onecivill, another Eccle- 
fiafticall : diftin& I fay both objetfively , and fubjeltively : ob- 
jeEively, for hee expounds the Lords matters to be meant of the 


{acrifices and other fervices in the Temple , The Kings matters — 


hee takes to be the Kings Houfehowld, Lands, Revenues : Sub- 
jettively alo, for hee yeeldeth upon the matter both Amariah 
and Zebadiab to have hada certaine ruling or governing power 

in ordering and dire&ing thefe over whom they were fet,which 
well agreeth both with the verfion of the 70 ( giving the 
name of ñ yéuev© both to the oneand to the other Jand with the 
Originallifor he that is overthe Sanhedrin it felfe muft needs be 
a Ruler. 

10. Objet. The caufes-of Leprofy, Lev.13. 14. and jea- 
loufie Num.s. are tbe onely cafes wherein the Priefts were appoint- 
ed to beas Indges in the Old Teftament.So Mr.Prynne in his Diotre~ 
poes catechifed queft.3. 

Anf. 1. YE the Priefts were Judges in thefe cafes, then (fo 
farre atleaft ) there was ajudging, decifive, binding fentence 
of the Priefts, diftin& from and not fubordinate unto the ci- 
vill Magiftracy. 2. But that thefe two were the onely cafes 
wherein the Priefts were appointed to be as fudges, is eaily 
confuted, being an affertion contrary to diverfe Texts of 
Scripture, as‘firft Dent.2 1.5. in the triall of fecret murther the 
Law appointeth thus: And tbe Priefts the fonnes of Levi {hall 
come neare dc. and by theiv word fball every controverfy and every 
frroke bee tried, that is, every controverfy which was to be en- 
ded by purgations or purifications , Oathes or confeflion , as 
Pelargus noteth upon the place. There is alfo a generall com- 
prehenfive expreflion concerning the Priefts their judging and 
deciding of controverfies forenfically, Exech.44.24. Andin 
controver[y they (ball fland in judgement, and they {ball judge it 
according to my judgements. Likewile Deut.17.8,9,12. the Prieft 
as well as the Judge hath authority to give forth a binding 
decree concerning hard matters, brought from inferior Courts 
to lerufalem. Againe 2 Chron.23.19. the Porters ofthe Temple 
(that is, the Priefts that kept the doore as they are defigned 2 Kings 
12:9. of whom alfo itis faid, that Iebojadab the high Prieit; 
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appointed Officers aver tbe boufè of the Lord, 2 Kings t1.18.whtich 

Text Grotius following Fofepbus doth parallell: with 2 Chros 

25.19. )had this charge, that zane which was unclean in any thing 
ould enter in, 

11. Object. If the Priefts power of judging reached further 
than the cafes of Leprofe, and Jealouíie, the moft was to judge 
of fuch as wereuncleane in any thing, and that according to 
their fentence the uncleane were to be excluded. 

Anf. Nottoinfift now upon thefe Texts, Deur.17.9.12. & 
21.5. Egs. 44.24. which hold forth the juridicall power of the 
Priefts more generally and comprehenfively, without reftricting 
it to cafes of cleane and uncleane only ; nor yet to repeat diverfe 
other anfwers before given,in infwer to Eraftus and M. Prynne, 
concerning legall and morall uncleanne(Te; | fhal here only give 
this one anfwer cut of that Text 2 Cbro.23. £o. none mhich was 
unclean in any tbing.W hat cogent argument can now reftri&t chis 
Text concerning the exclulion of uncleane perfons from the 
Temple,to fach only who were legally or ceremonially unclean? 
If we (hould fuppofe and grant that itis meant onely of the le- 
gall uncleannefle, yet both by Analogy and à fortierz, that Text 
affoordeth an argument againt the Eraftians,and I have accord~ 
ingly made ufe of it before ; Yet neverthelefle I believe ie will - 
puzle them to prove that this Text doth uot comprehend thofe 
alfo that were morally uncleane, that is, fcandalous prophane 
perfons. For my part | doe believe that it is meant of keeping 
back thofe that were morally unclean,as well as thefe that were 
ceremonially fuch. And my reafons are thefe,1. The Text faith 
generally, zone which was uncleane in any thing,or asthe 70 have 
it, duarazr@ tis mav acyor, {uch as were uncleane in every or 
any word,or(if you will) againít any word,that isjagainft any 
Commandement of the Law,2.Becaule impiety;profanneffejand 
wickednefle hath the name ofuncleannefle,even in the oldTefta- 
ment; & {uch as commit fin and ungodlineffe are called unclean, 
and are faid to defile themfelves,as wel as thofe that were legally 
uncleane. J fhall not neede to expound, Lev.5.5 2f be touch the 
uncleanneffe of man, what[oever uncieanneffe it be that a man fhall ` 
he defiled withall;as if it were meant of fellow {hip with ícandalous 
finners ; which is Origens Interpretation, Hom.3 in Levit.who al- 
y . - fo 
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fo taketh a commentary to that Text from, 1 Cor.s. 11:]c will 


have more weight in it, to obferve Targum Onkelos, Deut.2 $45. 
Where the Law concerning AZamzer a baflard or whoores fon, 
is thus explained, A baffard (ball not be clean that he may enter in~ 
tothe Congregation of the Lord: even unto the tenth Generation his 


fons fall not be clean that they may enter into tbe Congregation ofthe- 


Lord. But I will give yet furer warrants for what I fay. Iob.3 6, 
14. their life is among the uncleane , that is, (as Pagniz follow- 
ing the Chaldee paraphrafe exprefleth it inter fcortateres;Hierome, 
inter effeminatos: others inter impudicos; the fame word is rende- 
red Sodomites, 1 Kings 14.24. lt commeth from VI, which 
bugis OF pra ntipbrafin ligniteth to be impure or unclean,and 


it is ufed of the legall uncleannefle, Deut. 22. 9. left the fruit of 


thy Vineyard be defiled. So Hag.2.13,14. both he that touched a 
dead body,and he that trefpafled againit the morall Law,is N20 
uncleane ; for after the refolution concerning that which was 
legally uncleane,itis added, Sow this people, and fo is this mation 
before me faith the Lord, and fots every worke of their bandr,and that 
which they offer'there is unclean. Thefame name is given to an un- 
godly perfon , Eccle.9.2. where the godly perfon is called’ the 
cleane , the notorious {candalons prophane perfon is called she 
unclean. So wickednefle is frequently called zzcleanne ffc as,Ezra. 
9. 11-Ezee.36.28.Zecb.13 1.1 wil here adde a Teftimony of Mzi- 
monides in More Nevochim pitrt.3.cap.47- Hence alfo the tranfzref- 
fion of the Commandement is called uncleanne[fe or pollution, andit 
is faid of the principall and fundamental! Commandements , of Ida- 
Vatryyof uncovering tbe nakedneffe, of the foeddingofbloud. Of Idola- 
fryit is faid(c):Becaufe he hath given of his feed unto Molech,to 
defile my Sanctuary, and to prophane my holy Name. Ofthe 


(cJLev.20,5i | 


uncovering of the makedneffe 5(d) defile not your felves in any of (d)Ley.18, , s 
thefe things. Ofthe (bedding ef bloud,(e_) defile not therefore the (e) Num. 35.3 
Land wherein ye dwell. Wherefore this word uncleannefle orde- 33334: 


filement is (aid of three forts of things, firft of a mans qualities and 
of bis tranfgreffions of the Commandements, whether theoricall or 
pratticall(that is, which concerne either Dottriney or his eenverfati- 
on. ) Secondly of externall filthineffe and defilements, ‘de. Thirdly, 
of thefe imaginary things, that is, the touching or carrying upon the 


fooukders [ome uncleane thing, &»c. Adde hereunto the ee ion, 
Em V2 o 
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of Drufius de tribus fect. Indeorlib.2.num. 82.83.84. The Phari- 


fees did account finners and prophane perfons to.be uncleane, . 
and thought themfelves polluted by the company of-fuch per- 
fons., for which reafon alfo they ufed to walh when they came — | 
from the mercate. Though there wasa fuperftition-in this Ge- 

‘remony, yetthe opinion that prophane perfons ave uncleane 

Á perfons, and to be avoided foruncleanneffe;had come from the — | 

` pureft antiquities of the Jewes, even from A&jes and. the Pro- 
phets. Since therefore both in the old Teftament phrafe, and , 
in the ufuall language of the Jewes themfelves , a fcandalous _ 
prophane perfon was called an unclean perfon, it is to me more 
then probable that where I read , zone which was uncleane in any 
thing fbonld enter in, it is meant of thofe that were morally un- | 


™ ay 


cleane by a fcandalous wicked converfation , no leffe yea much 
more than of thofe that were onely ceremonially uncleane. 3. — 
ae d confidering that the San&uary was prophaned and 
polluted by the moralf uncleannefle of (inne, and by prophane 
perfons their entring into it, as is manifeft from.Lev.20.3..' Eze. 
23.39. How can it then be imagined that thofe Priefts whofe 
charge it was to- keepe back thofe that were uncleane in any 
thing, would admit and receive fuch as were not onely-unclean 
perfons in the language of Scripture and of the Jewes them- -~ 
{elves but were alfo by expreffe Scriptures declared to be defilers 
or polluters of the San&uary ? 4. Ic is faid of the high Prieft, 
Lev 16.16.and be (ball make atonement for the holy place, becaufe of — — 
the uncleanneffe of tbe children of Ifrael, and becaufe of their tranf- 
greffions in all their fins:or from their uncleannefle and from their 
tran{preffions, ‘as the Chaldee andthe LXX have it : the fenceis 
the fame : and it fheweth that the holy place was made.un- 
eleaneby the tranfgreffions and finnes of the children of Ifrael : 
which uncleanneffe of tranfzreffion, if it were vilible, publik 
and notorious, then the Priefts had failed in admitting fuch to. - _ 
the holy place. ; | 
^12. Object. . Throughout the old Teflament we read onely of — 
cemporall punifhments, as burning , hanging, floning, fines, | 
ftripes, and the[like, but never of Excommunication or any 
Church cenfure.. Neitcherdid the Jewes know the diftin&ion of 
Lawes Ecclefiafficall and Lawes civill, caufes Ecclefiafticall p 
cautes , 
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caufes civill, for the Church ofthe Jewes was their Common- 
Wealth, andtheir Common-Wealth was their Church, and 
the Government of Church and State among them was one and 
the fame. Theircivill Lawyers were allo Expofitors or Do&tors 
of the Law of God. | 

Anf. That in the Jewifh Church, there was an Ecclefiaflicall 
cenfure or punifhment diftin& from the civill, 1 have proved in 
this preceeding booke, both from Scripture and from the Jew- 
ifh antiquities: And if there were no more but the fequeftration 
or feparation from the Temple or from the paffeover, for fuch 
legal] uncleanneffe as did’ not feparat a man from his houfe, 


i 


nor from all company of men,even that alone proves a kinde of 


cenfure diftin& from all civill punifhment : neither did it be- 
long to the Magiftrate orcivill Judge, but to the Priefts to exa- 
mine, judge, and determine concerning cleanneffe or unclean- 
nefle, and: confequently concerning admiffion to or feparation 
from the Temple,Pafféover,and facrifices. « 

_ That the Jewifh Church and the Jewith State were formally 
diftin&; fee before Chap.2. Where it hath beere obferved that 
{ome Profelytes had the full priviledges of the Jewifh Church, 
though none of them had the full priviledges of the Jewifh com- 
mon-wealth. The like I have read of the Spzziavdswho admit 
the Moores or inhabitants of Morifèo to turne Chriftians , and 
receive them into Ecclefiafticalt Memberfhip and Communion, 
but by no meanes into their civill liberties. That the caufes of 
Excommunication among them were lookt upon as fcandalls, 
and not as civill in;uries,fee Cbap.4 "This onely I adde that Aore 
Nevochim part. 2. Cbap.40. doth diftinguifh civill Lawes from 
facred Lawes, even among the people of God, making the 
{cope of the civill Lawesto be the good fafety and profperity 
of the Common-wealth ; the Sacredor Divine Lawes to con- 
cerne properly Religion and mens foules: He that will com- 
pare the civill Lawes and pznall Statutes of the Jewes menti- 
oned.in Bzbz Kama, with their ceremonial! Lawes concern- 


ing the holy Ordinances of God, and who fhould have com- 


munion therein, who not,cannot but lookeupon their Church - 


and Ecclefiatticall Lawes , as formally di int fronr their State 
and civill Lawes.. Again, hethat will confider who were the 
viri 
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viri fynagoge magne, the men of the great Íynagogue, and what 
their power and atts were , ( as Dr.Buxtorf deícribeth the fame 
in his Tyberias Cap.10511.) and their authoritative determi: 
nations, concerning the right writing, reading, and és 
pounding of the holy Scripture, &c. muft needs acknowledoe 
that ic was Senatus ecclefiafticus magnus (as Buxtorf cals it) 
and that fuch power and acts were incompetent to the cia 
vill Magiftvate. As for their Do&ors of Law and Scribes; 
they were of the fons of Aaron, yet fome way diverfified in their 
adminiftrations.Sceliger iz elewch. Tribaref: Nic.Serar.capnt, dij- 
( f ) Quum ftinguitheth between thesojo£MErka^o and the vopixòi Cf 3that the 
vous idzoxa- former werethe wifemen or chief of the Scribes who did inter- 
emnin- pretthe Law, and declare the fence ot it ; the latter did attend 
terprerarentur, 2. E naa vers. nT A S e 
quod proprium CiVilLforenficall matters.Drajfeus de tribus ject. In lib. 2. cap. 13. 
rar rogãr voju- noteth from Luke.1 i 45 .46.that there wasfome diftin@ion bete 
koi veró formu- ween the yeayparas and the POPUK, between the Scribes and the 
las jaris præ- Lawyers for when Chrift had fpoken ofthe Scribesand Pharifes, 
eee a then anfwered one of the Lawyers and fzid umtobim, Ma fer, thus f S 
docerent, & 2%¢ thou reproacheft us alfo. Andhe faid, Wountoyoun alfo yeLawyers, 
forenfia magis This will be more plaine by that other diftin&ion obfervéd by 
waQarente . Lad.de dien. in Mat.22.35.and diverfeothersjbetween yeapqieréz 
7à vous, and yrappartis T8 Aa’, between the Scribes ofthe Law o£ 
God who did interpret the Law, {fuch as Esra the Prieft ; and 
the Scribes of the people who were Actuarii publici püblick No- 
taries or Clerks. Whence it appeareth that the Offices of Scribes 
and Lawyers(although the perfons them#felves were of the Tribe 
of Levi )were fo ordered, as that civill and facred affaires might 
not be confounded. Yea, the Scriveners or Notaries were oftwo 
forts;for befides thofe which did attend civill Gourts of Juftice, 
&c. There was a chiefe Scribe who waited uponthe King and 
wrote untohim a coppy oftheBook of theLaw, according to 
that Dent.17.18. Sucha Scribe was Sheva,2 Sam.20.25 .Shaphan 
2 Kings 22.3.8. Baruch ler.56.Such a Scribe had Joath 2 Kings 
12.10. There were divers other Scribes for the houfe of the Lord 
and for the people,whofe office it was to write and to read the 
Law,1 Chro.2.55 ;Pfal.45.1-Ler.8-8. | 
13. Objet. But neither in the old Teftament nor in the Tal- 
mudiíts can there be found any Ecclefiafticall Excommunication 
properly fo called. Anfw, 


( 
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: Anji. 1 deny both, yea I have difproved both. More- 
over , às touching the Excommunication ufed inthe Jewith 
Church I fhall adde here thefe following Teftimonies of Adzi- 
nonides. In libro YID Tra. Talmud Torah Cap. 6. fet. 10.He that 
veviletb a wifeman, though after his death , (hall be excommunicated 
by the Sanhedrin, by whom alfo after repentance be [ball be abfolved. 
Ib. fect.11. He whois excommunicated in bis own Town, ought alfa 
ta be efteemed in all otber Cities and Towns, as a perfonexcommunica- 
zed. Anfwerable hereunto were the ancient Canons, which did 
appoint that a perfon excommunicated in his own Church 
fhould not be received to communion in another Church. The 
24. caufes of excommunication (above mentioned ) he there 
reckoneth forth from fécr. 43. tothe end of that Chapter. Again, 
Cap.7. fect. 2. What the manner of a fimple excommunication or 
Niddui ? He that doth excommunicate (2itb o Let tb zt perfon Nbe in 
(or under ) an excommunication or feparation. If the perfon excom- 
munieated be.prefent, they who doe excommunicate fay unto bim , Let 
this perfon N. be feparated or excommunicated. And when Cherem or 
the greater excommunication is inflicted, what i the manner ? They 
faysLet N. be devoted and accurfed, let an execration, adjuration and 

feparation be upon him. Bunt how doe they loofé tbe perfon excom oueni- 
cated,and how doe they free bim from the feparation or the curfe? they 
SayyBe thou loofed,be thou pardoned. If the guilty party be abfent, they 
fay, Let N. be loafed, and let him be pardoned. \n the fame Chapter 
Íe&t.8. Neither is there any certain face of time predetermined, before 
whieh the bond of the excommunication inflitted may not be loofed.For 
zmmediately and at the fame time when excommunication is inflited, 
it may be loofed if the guilty party doe immediately repent, and come to 
bimfelfe. Which doth further fet forth the great difference be- 
tween the nature and: fcope of Excommunication,and the nature 
and {cope of corporall or eivill punifhments. For how foon fo- 
ever an excommunicat perfon giveth good ignes of true repen- 
tance, he is to be loofed from the bond of excommunication. 
But he that is punifhed in his body or eftate for any crime, is not 
freed from the punifhment, becaufe he is known to be penitent; 
The repentance of acriminall perfon is no fuperfedea to civill 

uftice. Thereafter Maimonides proceedeth thus. Ter if it fem 
good to tbe Sanbedrin that any-man [ball be left in the ftate of excom- 
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munication, for bow many yeeres [ball be be left in excommunication ? 
The Sanhedrin will determine the number of yeers and fpace of time, 
according to the haynoufneffe of the trefpa[Je. So likewife if the Sanbe- 
drin will, it may devote and fubjett to a curfe, firft the party bimfelf 
whois guilty of tbe crime, and then alfo every other perfon whofoever 
eateth or drinhetb with bim , or fitteth neere unto bim unleffe at fonre 
cubits diftance: that fo by this means the heavier corretfion may fall 
upon the finner, and there may be as it were a hedge put about the law, 
which may reftrain wicked men from tranfgreffing it.Whence obferve 
1. It was from the Jewifh Church,that the ancient Councels of 
theChriftian Church,took a pattern for determining and fixine 
a certaine number of yeeres to the feparation of fome haynous 
offenders from the Sacrament, and fometimes from other Ordi- 
nances alfa. Though doe not approve this thing, either in the 
Jewifh or Chriftian Churchsfor at what time foever a fcandalous 
{inner doth give evident fignes of repentance, the Church ought 
to receive him againe into her bofome and fellowfhip. 2.From 


‘the Jewifh Church alfo was the patternetaken, for that ancient 
` Difcipline in the Chriftian Church, that he who keepeth com- 


any and communion with an excommunicated perfon, fhould 
fall under the fame cenfure of excommunication. Which thing 
mult be well explained and qualified before itcan be approved. 
3. Compare alfo this paffage of Maimonides with 1 Cor. 5. 11. 
with fuch a one no not te eate, 2 Thef: 93.14. bave no company with 
pimybat be may be afbamed. Which Texts doe fitly anfwer to that 
which the Hebrew writers fay of a perfon excommunicated. 
4. The excommunication of an offender among the Jewes, was 
intended not onely for the offenders humiliation and amend- 
ment,but for an enfample to others, thatthey might heare and 
feare and domo more any füch thing:it was therefore a publique 
and exemplary cenfure. And fo much of Sect.8. 
In the 9. and ro.Se&ions Maimonides (heweth us,that though 
a wife man was.allowed to profecuteunto the fentence of ex- 
communication one that did revile or calumniat him,yet it was 


more praife-worthy and more agreeable to the example of the 


holy men of God to paffe in filence and to endure patiently 
füch injuries. Then followeth Sect. 11. Thefe things which have 


jy been {aid,are to be underftood of fuch reproaches and contumelies as are 


, clandeftine 


ra 
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clandeftine. Fer if railers doe put a publike infamy upon a wife man, 
it is not lawful to bim to ufe indulgence or to neglect bis tonour: and 
if be foall pardon (asto the punifhment ) bim who bath burt bis 
fame, be bimfelfe is to be punifbed,becanfé that is a contempt of the law. 
He [ball therefore avenge the contumely,conot fuffer binefelfe to be fatif: 
fied, before the guilty party hath craved mercy. Here is the true objetk, 
or (if you will)the procuring and meritorious caufe of Excom- 
munication, viz. not a private perfonall or civill in‘ury, which 
aman may palle by or pardon if he will, but a {candalous finne 
the fcandall whereof mut be removed and healed, by fome Te- 
ftimony or Declaration ofthe finners repentance,otherwif he 
- muf fall under the cenfure and publique fhame. 

Thel Teltinionies of Mazmonider, and the obfervations made 
thereupon,befide al] chat hath been faid in this preceding Book, 
will make it manifeft that the Spirituall cenfure of excommu- 
nication was tranflated and taken from the Jewifh Church into 
the Chriftian Church. 

Furthermore,befide all the Scriptural proofs already brought, 
I fhall defireanother Text, Nebent: 13.1,3.to be wel weighed. 
After the reading of the law(Deut.23.3.) that the Ammonite and 
the Meabite fhould not come into the congregation of God for 
ever,it came to pa (fe faith the Text, when they heard the law , that 
they feparated from Ifrael all the mixed multitude. Y conceive that 
this feparation wasa cafting out of the Church of Ifrael, and is 
not meant here of a civill feparation from honours and privie 
ledges,nor yet onely in reference to the diffolution ofunlawfull 


marriages. | underftand alfo by the prohibition ofentring into ` 


the congregation of the Lord Deut.23.1,253.that fuch were not 
to be received into Church communion. Offendit autem qui æ 
cetibus fidelium debeant excludi. He fPewetb who ought to be exclu- 
ded from the affe mblies of the faithfull, faith Aretius apon Deut.23. 
1. Hic dicitur Ecclefia Dei atrium mundorum , quod nen debebant 
tales ingredi. Here that Court of tbe Temple which was appointed only 
forthe clean, is called the Gongregation of God, whereunto fuch perfons 
ought not toenter faith Hugo Cardinalis upon the fame place. An- 
dita lege de duabus inimicis gentibus amatbematizandis érc. Having 
beard the law concerning the two boftile Nations, to be anathematized 
er aceurfedfaith Beda‘on — . thereupon they feparated the 
mix 


ae 
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mixed multitude. Pelargus on Deut. 23. citeth Thesdoret, Proc.- 
piwsand Rabanus, befides the Canoni‘s, for this fence, that the 
not entring into the Congregation of the Lord,is meant of re- 
fufing Ecclefiafticall not civill priviledges. I know that divers 
others underftand Deut. 23. 1,2,3.0fnot admitting unto, and 
Nebem.13 5. of feparating from marriages with the Jewes, and - 
civill dignities or places of Magiítrates or Rulers in that Com- 
monwealth, fuch a one (hall not enter into the congregation of the 
Lord, that is, (hall not be received into the Affembly or Court of 
Judges. But there are fome reafons which difwade me from this 
and incline me to the other interpretation. 

Firit, the Law Deut. 23. being read tothe people Nebem.13.3. 
upon the hearing of that law they feparated from Ifrael all the mixed 
multitude. Jt is not to be imagined that all this mixed multitude 
was married to Jewes, muchleffe that they were all Magifrats, 
Rulers, or members of Courts and Judicatures in I/rael. Butb 
the mixed multitud: are meant all fuch as were in Ifrael but not of 
Ifrael, or fuch asconverfed and dwelt among the Jewes and 
had civill fellowfhip with them, but had no part nor portion 
(by right ) ia Church-memberthip and Communion: in which 
fence alfo the mixed multitude is mentioned Exod. 12. 58. 
Num. 1.4. 

Secondly,that this feparation from Ifrael is to beunderftood 
in a fpirituall and ecclefiafticall fence, it appeareth by the in- 
ftance and application immediately added Neb.13.4. to verf. te. 
And before this, that is, before this feparation, Eliafbib the Prieit 
being allied unto Tobizb had prepared for him a chamber in 
the Courts of the houfe of God, but now when the feparation 
of the mixed multitude was made; Nehemiah did «aft out the 
fiuffe of Tobiah „and commanded to cleanfé the chambers of the 
Temple which had beendefiled by Zobiab. Behold an inftanċe - 
ef the feparation in reference to the Temple or holy place, not 
to anycivill Court. 

i Thirdly, the Chaldee paraphrafe helpeth me Deut.23.1,2,3. 
for inftead of thefe words, fball not enter into the congregation of 

‘he Lord, Onkelos readeth jhali not be clean to enter into the congre- 

gation of the Lord 5 having refpe&t to the law which did forbid 

uncleane perfons to enter into the Temple. Ita z(ti mundi repu- 
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tabantur: fo likewife were thefe (Ammonites, Moabites,baftards,%&c.) 
efteemed as unclean, faith Toff atur in Deut.2 3. queft.1. 

Fourthly, Edomites and Ezytians might enter into the congre- 
gregation of the Lord in the third generation Deut. 22. 7,8. 
Was the meaning, that Edomites and Egyptian: fhould in the 
third generation marry with the Jewes, or be Magiftrates in I~ 
rael, members of the Sanhedrin, or Judges? He that will thinke 
fo, will hardly prove that ic was fo. To me it is not at all pro- 
bable, that God would allow his people either to marry with 
the Edomites and Egyptians, or to prefer them to be Magiftrates 
and Judges in Zfrae/ , no not in the third generation. But it is 
very probable, that when an EZ»mite or Egyptian came to dwell 
in the Land of Ifrael, as a profelyte indweller,ob erving the fe- 
ven precepts given to the fonnes of Noa5, the children of that 
Eg yptias or Edomite inthethird generation, misht enter into 
the congregation of the Lord, that is, might upon their defire 
and fübmiibon to the whole law of Mofès , be received as profe- 
lytes of righteoufneffe or of the Covenant, and fo free to come 
to the Court'of Ifrael, and in all Church relations to be as one 
of the I{raelites themfelves. 

Fifthly, Philo the Jew lib. de vitimas offerentibus cowards the 
end, tels us that their Law did prohibit all unworthy perfons 
from their facred Affemblies, eeyareíoyee mtas TS ivakies iepod 
omiys.  Fronrthe fame faered Affemblies of the Church , he 


faith that their law did alfo exclude Eunuchs, and baftards, or - 


fuch as were borne ^ mors (the word ufed by the LXX in Dear. 


23.2.) where Philo moft certainly hath refpect to that Law, . 


Deut. 23. underftanding by tbe congregation of the Lord in that 
*place, neither a civill Court norliberty of marriage, but the 

facred or Church Afembly. =. — c ^5 5. — 
_ There are but two obje&ions which I finde brought againft 
that which I have been now proving. One is from Exod. 12.48. 
a law which admitteth ftrangers to the Church and Paffeover of 
the Jewes, provided they were willing to be civcumcifed. The 
other obje&ionis fromthe example of Ruth the doabiteffe who 

was a member of the Church of Ifrael. 

Tothe fir&Tanfwer, that Exod. 12. 48. will not prove that 
every 
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every firanger who defired to be circumcifed, and to eate the 
Paffeover, was to be immediately admitted upon that’defire, 
without any more adoe: onely it proves that beforeany ftran- 
ger fbould eate of the Pafleover, he mutt firfibe circumcifed. A 
ftranger might not be Ger :fédeh , a profelyte of righteoufnefle, 
when he pleated, but he was firit to be fo and fo qualified. Be- 
fides this, it may be jufly doubted whether Deut.23.3.be notan 
exception from the rule Exod.12.48. forall ftrangers were not 
to be alike foon and readily received to be profelytes of righ- 
teouíneffe: but a great mcm there was betweeen thole 
Nations: which God had exprefiely and particularly devoted 
and accurfed,and others not fo accuríed. | 
To the other objection concerning Ruth, Rabanus cited by 
Pelargus on Dent.23. an(wereth that the tenth generation of the 
Moabites was paft, before Ruth did enter into the congregation 


oftheLord. And if it had not, yet the cafe was extraordinary, 


and one Swallow makes not Summer. 
1 4. Object. But is there any patterne or prefident in che Jew- 


ilh Church, for keeping backe fcandalous finners from the - 


Sacrament ? 

. Anf. Thereis; forl have proved a keeping back of notorious 
finners both from the Paffeover , and from the Temple it felfe 
which had a Sacramentall fignification and was a Type ofC hrift 
and Communion with him. It is worthy of obfervation that by 
the Chaldee paraphrafe, Exod.12.43. Any Ifraelite who was 
"DDUN an apoftate, might not eate of the Pafleover. Againe, 
verfe 49. rmm & omnis prophanus. So the Latine Inter- 
preter Of Onkelos: And xo propbane perfon (ball eate of it. The 
word is ufed not onely of a Heathen, but of any prophame 
perfon, as Prov.2.16. where the Chaldee exprefleth the whorifh 
woman (though Jeweffe) by the name of NDUNI, Te 
commeth from ? N1 to beprophaned,é facto prophaxum fieris 
Surely Onkelos had not thus paraphrafed upon Exod. 12. if it 
had notbeen the Law ofthe Jewes, thatnotorious prophane 
perfons fhould be kept backe from the Paffeover. 


The 


Ihe econd Book 
OF THE 


CHRISTIAN 
Church-Goverment. 


-~ CHAP. L 


Ofthe Rife, Growth, Decay, and Reviving of 


Eraftianifme. 


Iverfe Learned men have (to very good 
purpofe ) difcovered the origination , 
occafion, firft authors, fomenters , rife 
and growth of Errors, both Popith and 
others : I fhall after their example make 

i known briefly, what I find concerning 

2.5 ‘therifeand growth, the planting and 

UDWO watering of the Erafian Error. Ican- 

not fay of it, that itis honefts parentibus natus , itis not borne 

and defcended of honeft parents. The Father of it is the old 
ar Aa Serpent 
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Serpent, who finding his Kingdom very much impaired, weak- 


ned and refifted by the vigor of the true Ecclefiaftical difcipline, 
which feparateth beeweer the preciosa add the vile,the-boly  pro- 
phavesand fo contributeth much to the (haming away of the un- 
fruitful works of darkneffe ; thereupon he hath cunningly gone 
about to draw men, firft into a jealoufie, and then into a diflike 
of the Ecclefiaftical difcipline, by Gods mercy rcftored in the 
Reformed Churches. The Mot bzr of it,ts the enmity of naturea- 
eainft the Kingdom of 7:/24 Christ; which he,as Mediator;doth 
exercife in the goverment óf the Church : Which enmity is 
naturally in all mens hearts , but is uamortified and flroagly 
prevalent in fome, who have faid in their hearts, We Will not 
have this?man to raigne over ws. Luke19, Let us break their bonds 
afunder, and caft away their cords fromus, Pfal.2.3. The Mid- 
Wife which brought this unhappy brood into .thelight of the 
world, was Thomas Eraftss Doctor of Medicine at Heidelberg 
of whom I fhall fay no more , then what is apparant by his 
owne Preface tothe Reader namely, that as he was once pfopi- 
nion, that excomunication is commanded 1n the Word God, 
fo hetameoff tothe contfaty opinionssot without male-coli- 
tented humour, and a refentment of fome things which he Jookt 
uponas provocations. and perfonalrefections , though áts like 
enough they were not really fuch, but in his apprehenfions they 
were. One oftkefe'was a publiek-difpute at Heydelberg in the 
year 1568. upen certain Thefes concerning the meccffity. of 
Church Government, and the power of Presbytetiés to excom- 
municate : Which 7 ?efes were exhibited by M. George WEurbers 
an Englifhman, wholeft England becaufe of the Ceremonies, 
and: was at that tire made Dottor of Divinity-at Heydelberg: 
And the learned difpute had thereupon, you may find epitomi- 
zed (as it was taken theday following from the mouth of Dr. 
Vrfinns J'in the clofe of the fecond part of Dr. Parem his expli- 
cation of the Heidelberg Catechifme. "aav omm 
The Eraftian errot being -berne, -the breafts whicheave it 
fuck were prophane[fe and felfeinteref#t. Thefons of-Briint were 
very much for it,expeCting that theeye of the civil*Magiftrate 
fall not be fo vigitant over them, nor his hand fo mucha 
gainft them for.a fcandalous. and diflolute iE w 
ah .Churc 
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Church. di(cipline would be. G^ »manorum b b re c utvere, ii 
praftice as well as in pronanciarion, Wiat great marvel if ma- 
ny amorg them (for [do not fpcak of sil) did comply with the 
Evaftign Yenent ? And it is as littl: to be marvelled at, if thofe, 
Whither Magiftrates, Lawyers, or others , who coi:ceived 
themfelves to be fo far lofers, as Ecclcfiaftical Courts were in- 
tere(ted in Government, and to be ereater. gainers by the aboli- 
ton cf the Ecc'efiaftical intercft tn government; were byaffed | 
that way: Both thefe you may find among thecaufes (mention- 
ed by Aretiax Thesele probl, loc. 133. ) for which there was fo 
much un willingnes to admit the diferpline cf Excomunication. 
Magi firatusjugum nen admittunt, timent honoribus , licentiam a= 
mant ec. The Magtflrates donot admit a yokt, arc jealous of their 
lenonrt, love lizentioufn ff. Vulg sut quoque c plebs diffolutior : 
wajar pars corruptiffima es? , e The Commmnaltie alfo and 
ceple are more diffolute : the greater part is mof? vicious. | 
After thaethis unlucky child had been nurfed upon fo bad 
milk, it tame at laft to eat Prong food , and that was Aroitrary 
Gevernment. under the name of Royall Prerogative. Mr. ohn 
Wemys(fometime Senator of the Colledge of Jultice in Scotland) 
ag creat a Royalift as any of his titne, in his book de Regis prima- 
ru, lib.t.cap.7. dothutterly divent from and argue againft the 
diftin&ion of Civil and Ecclefiafticall lawes , and againít the 
Synodical power of cenfures ; holding that both the power of 
making Ecclefiaftical lawes , and the corrective power to cen- 
fare Tranfereffors, is proper to the Magiltrate. ‘ 
The Tutor which bred up the Eraítian error, was Arminia- 
nifme ; ior the Arminians finding their plants pluckt up , and 
their poifon antidoted by Claffes and Synods,thereupon they be- 
gan to cry down Synodical authority, and to appeal to the Ma- 
gittrates power in things Ecclefisftical, hoping for more fa- 
vour and lefe oppofition that way. They will have Synods 
oncly toexamine, difpute, difcuffe,to impofe nothing under pain 
of Eeckfialtical centure, but to leave all men free, to do as they 
lilt. See their exams, ceaf. cap. 25. and Vindic. lib. 2. cap. 6. pag. 
15 1,133. And for the Magiftrate they hive endeavoured to make 
him head of the Chürch , as the Pope was; yea fo far, that they 
ace not alhamed to aícribeunto.the Magillrate that Turifdiction. 
Aereo ca medien wae haat cem ot over 
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over the Churches, Synods , and Ecclefiaftical proceedings’ 
which the Pope did formerly ufurpe : For which fee Apollonius 
in his Pus Adaj-ftatw circa facra. 

But the EraStian Error being thus borne, nurfed, fed, and e- 
ducatcd,did fall into a moft deadly decay and confumption : the 
procuring caufes whereof werethefe three. Firft, the beft and 
moft (and in fome refpe& all ) of the Reformed Churches re- 
fufed to receive, harbour, or entertain it , and foleft it expofed: 
to hunger and cold, (hame and nakedneffe. 

Some harbour it had in Swirzerland, but that was looktup- 
on as comming onely through injury of time, which could not 
be helped; the Theological and Scriptural principles of the 
Divines of thofe Churches, being Auti-Eraftian, and Presby- 

* See Nihil terjall,as I have* clfc- where (hewed againft Mr. Coleman, So 
Sod PE that Eraftianifme could not get warmth and ftrength enough, 
Pr iene. on, nonotin Zgrickit fdf. Yea Dr. Urfinus in his Iudicium de 
Difciplina Ecclefiaftica, & excommunicatione , exhibited to the 
Prince Ek or Palatine Frederickthethird (who had required 
him to give his judgement concerning Eraftws his T befes) doth 
(a) tnalijs(Ec- (2) once and again obferve, that all the Reformed Churches and 
clofijs)nbi aut Divines, as well thofethat did not practice excommunication, 
nulla eft excom- as thofe that did practife it, agree not withftanding in this prin- 
municatio in «fa ciple, that- excommunication ought to beinthe- Church. Which 
aut non legitime iga mighty advantage againft Eraftiani/me, 
T dali The fecond caufe was a mi(-sccident from the Mid-wife, 
que omnt contro- Who did half ftifleitin the birth, from which did accrue a 
verfia, in confeffo mot dangerous infirmity , of which it could never recover. 
eft ac palam do- (b) Read the preface of Erajtus before the Confirmation of his 


cetur, eam meri- Theles 
te in Ecclefra vi- fe 


gere debere. Ex infra , Ne etiam Celfitudo tua fe (uafque Ecclefia ab alijs omnibus Ecclefijs, tam ab 
ijs que nullam babent Excommunicationem, quam ab ijs que habent, nova bac opinione fejun- 
gat : fiquidem univerfa ac fingula uno ore confitentur , femperque confeffe funt , merito illam in ufu 
effe debere. (b) Exit. praefat. Nus de illis fal ja lcqui peccavoribus;qui dottrinam intelligunt, pro- 
bant ampleffuntur : peccata fua fe agnofcerevere atque ediffe arunt,cy Sacraments fecundum. tnftitu- 
aienam Chrifli uti cupiunt. Ex lib. 6.cap. 2. faciunt praterea nobis injuriam ( imowvera calumnia eft ) 
‘cum dicunt nos omnes fine Fo examine velle admitti, quales quales fint ac efe velint.. Quippe fic volu- 
-mus unumquemque admitti, quemodo Ecclefie nofira confuetudo (y regula jubet. Et intra. -Sane ut 
"4dolelatram dy Apoftatam,negamus membrum cffe Ecclefie Chrifti , fic eriamN«quitiam fuam de. 
fendentem negampa inter membra E cel: fie cenfendum effe.. Et quemadmodum illos ex C briffienote- 
tu judicamus exterminandos, fic bos queque putamus in eo caeru mon effe ferendos. -Verum neque de bit, 
»neque de i His querunt noflra Thefes : (ed difpuratur ineissde folis doctrinam amplexantibus, ty Sacra- 
„mentis vitecum Ecclefia nti cupientibus,boc eff, penit entiam codem modo quo alij prefüentibus. 
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Thc-fes; alfo the clofe of his fixth Book ; put thefe together, you 

will find him yeeld,that all ought not to be admitted promifcu- 

oufly to the Sacrament, but that fuch admiffion be according to. 

the cuftome and rule obferved in the Church of Feidelberg (and: 

what that was, you may find in the Heiddberg Catechifne 

Quast. 82. & 87. namely a fufpenfion of prophane fcandalous . 
: perfons from the Sacrament, and in cafeof their obftinacy and 

continuing in their offences, anexcommunicating of them. ) 

He ycelds alfo that thefe feven forts of perfons ought notto be 

efteemed as members of the Church , and that it any fuch be 

found in the vifible Church, they ought tobe caft out. 1. Idola- 

ters. 2. Apoftates. 3. Suchasdonot underftand the true Do- 

&rine, that is, Ignorant Perfons. 4. Such as doe not approve 

and embrace the true Doctrine, that is, Hereticks and Secta.. 
Ties. 5. Such as delire to receive the Sacrament otherwife thea: 

in the right manner,and according.to Chrifts Inftitution.6.Such. 

as defend or juftifie their wickednes. 7. Such asdoe not con- 

fcfe and acknowledge their fins, and profefle forrow and repen-- 

tance for them , and a hatred or deteftation of them. And thus. 

you fee as Eraftianifme pleadeth for no favour to Se&aries , or 

Whofoever diffent in doctrine, or whofe Tenents concerning: 

Chbrifts Inftitution, or manner of Adminiftration, are contrary. - 

to that which isreceived in the Church wherethey live : (for (€) Eraftus ib 

(*) itiscontent that all fuch, were they never:fo peaceable and IDE e E 

godly, be caft out ofthe € harch by excommunication. All the fiw ab initio, 

favour and forbearance which it pleadeth for , i$ to theloofe monui, me de 

and prophane) So neither doth it altogether exempt the pro- /?/4 ila excom. 

phane, but fuch onely as do neither deny.nor défend their wic- pana e dete 
kedneffe , but confeffetheir (ins, and proféffz forrow for them, saan map. 
Let the Eraftians of thistime obferve what their great Mafter genesprolanre;, , 
hath yeelded touching the Ecclefialtical’ Cenfure of prophane omp/exantes, gor- 
ones. Which though it is notfatisfa&ory to us , for reafons $47amentis 1e- 
dew here given, yet it can be as little fatisfa&ory to them. But 5,7, cio. 
whereas Eraftus together with thofe his Conceffions (that hee num ufum «Piet 
may feem to have faid fomewhat) fallsa quarrelling with Pref: ab eifdem proe. 
byteries for-prefuming to judge of the fincerity of that repen- p'er anteatte 


l . vita turpitudi- 
Aa 3 tance hema quibufdam 


EL. repeMuntur -qaia fcilicet non.viderur eis ferio delere, qui lapfus fuit, ac fibi dolere id.: 
prehremr. s 
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lance profclied oy a fcandalous urner , and ticic potrelting {as 
tisfied with a mans owne profeffion of his repentance. It his 
followers will now be pleafed to reduce the controverfie wi. h- 
in that narrow circle, Whether a Presbyterie may exco mmu- 
Dicate from the Church, or at Iceft fufpend from the Sacra- 
ment, any Chorch-member,as an impenitent fcandalous finner, 


who yet toth not defend nor denie his fin by which he hath gi- 


ven fcancall, but confefleth it, and profeffeth fincere and hearty 
repentance fer its (whichisthe point that Ercfta is faire to 
held at inthe ifue ) Then I hope we fhall be quickly agreed, 
andthe controverfie buried ; for wedo reft fatished with the 
cff ndcr bis conf Mien ef bis finne, and profefiion of his repen- 
tance, unk fie his owne Known words or actions give the lye 
to his profcffion of repentance ; that is, if he be known to ju- 
(tife and defend his fin in his ordinary difcourfe, or to continue 
inthe practice of the fin, which he profefleth to the Presbyterie 
Ee repents of; if thefe or fuch like fure fignes of his impeniten- 
cy be known, mif the Presbytetie notwithftancing reft fatisficd 
with his verbal profeflion of repentance? All that fear God (1 
think) would cry fheme, fhame, upon fuch an afirtion. Ard 
moreover, let us take it in rhe cafe of an Idolater, Heretick, A- 
poftate (for Eraffus is content that fuch be excluded from the 
Sacrament. ) Suppofe fuch a one doth confeffe his fin, and pro- 
fcffeth repentance, inthe mean while isknownto bea writer ot 
fpreader of books in defence of that Idolatry or Herefie, or to be 


a perfwader and enticer of others fecretly tothat way , or if 


there be any other known infallible figne of his impenitency, 
mft his verbal profefficn to the Presbyterie in fuch cafes be 
trufted and taken as fatisfa&tory ? I am confident Eraftzs him- 
fdf would not have faid fo.. Wherefore as in the cafe of an 
Heretick , foin the cafeof a prophane perfon, or one of a 
fcandalous converfation, there isa neceffity that the Presbyterie 
examine the real fignes of repentance, and the offenders verbal 

profeffion is not all. | 
The third caufe which helped forward the deadly malady and 
confumption of Eraftianifme ; was the grief, (hame, confufion 
and loffe which it fuftained by the learning and labour of fome 
Divineés inthe Reformed Churches, who had to very good i 
pofe 
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pofe taken pains to difcover to the world the curted nature of 
that unlucky brood, being of the feed of the Amalekites , which 
ought not to enter into the Congregation of the Lord. The Di- 
vines who have more efpectaily and particularly appeared a- 
gaint ir, are (to my obfervation) thefe. Beza de E xcommunica- 
tione, C Presbyterio contra Eraffum : Which was not printed 
till Eraf c: his Reply untoic was firlt printed. Whercunto as 
Beza ina large Preface layeth the teundation ofa duply , fo he 
had prepared and perfected his duply, had he not been hindred 
by the great troubl.s of Geneva, at that time befieged by the 
Duke of Savoy; Beza himfclf being alfo at that time 71. yeares 
old : howbeit for all this, he did not lay afide the refolution and 
thought of that duply, if he (hould have opportunity, and fee it 
requifiteor calld for ; all whichis maniftft from that preface. 
Next to him , I reckon Zacharias Urfinws a mok folid jddici- 
ous Divine, who did(as I touched before)exhibite to the Prince 
Elctlor Palatine Frederick the third, Iedieinm d: difciplina Eccle- 
fiaftica €? E xcommunicatione (which you may find in the end of 
his third Tome) wherein he doth foundly confute the Thefts 
of Braftus , neither hath any reply been made thereto, that e- 
ver I could learn of : Allo in his Catecheticall explications, 
Que, 85. He plainly difputes againft the Eraftian principles. 
Themoreltrange it is that Mr. Huffey in his Epiftleto the Par- 
ligament would make them beleeve that Urfinus is his, and not 
ours, inthis controvetfic. "t | 

After théfe , there did others, more lately , come upon the 
Staceagainft the Eraftian Principles, as'Ca/parns Brochmand a 
Lutheran, in System. Theel. Tom, 2, Artic. De difciplina Eccle- 
faftica, where heexamineththe moft fubftantiall Arguments 
of Erastus: Antonins Waleus de manere mivifivorum Ecclcfia 


G infpetione Magiftratus civea thud. Et in locs com, de clavi- ' 


vibus poteftate Ecclefaflica, Et Tor; 2, Difp. de difciplina 
Ecclegafica. Helmichins de vocatione Pafforum C institutione 


Cenfiftoriorum. D Triglaxdins in differtatione de poteftate civil? 


& Excclefinflica.: D, Revins in examine libelli de E pifcopatn Con- 
ftantiñi magni, — D. Apolloni) Fus Majeftats circa facra. 


D. Cabeliavins de libertate Ecclefie in exercenda difci-- 
plina (piripali. © Dr. Voetius in biG Politica Ecclefiaftica ; 


efpeci- 
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efpecially his Diíputations ae poteftate C$ Politia Ecclefarum. 
Belide Acronias, Thyfius, Ludov. a Rene(f:, who were Cham- 
pions againft that unhappy error revived in the Low-Countries 
by weenbogarda Profclyte of the Arminians. 

But now, while Ereffiasi(me did thus lye a dying, and like to 
breath its lat , is there no Phyfitian who wiil undertake the 
cure, and endeavour to raifeit up from the gates of death to 
life? Yes, Mr. Coleman was the man, who (to that purpofe ) 
firk appeared publikely ; Firítby a Sermon to the Parliament ; 
Next, by debating the Controverfie with my felfe in writing ; 
and laftly , By engaging in a publike debate in the Reverend Af- 
fembly of Divines, again this Propofition : 7efus Chrif as 
King aud Head of His Church, bath appointed a Governement in 
the Church, inthe bands of Church-O fiers, diftin€ from the Cie 
vil Gsvernewsint. After he had iome dayes argued againft this 
propofition(having full liberty both to argue and reply as much 
as he pleafed ) it pleafed God to vifit him with fickneffe , du- 
ring which, the Affembly (upon intimation from himf lf, that 
he wifhed them to lay afide that Propofition for atime, that if 


God fhould give him health again, he might proceed in his de- 


bate) did goe upon other matter, and lay this afide for that fea- 
fon. The Lord was pleafed to remove him by death, before he 
could do what he inte nded in this, and other particulars. One 
of his intentions was totranflate and publifh in Eneli(h the 
Book of Eraftus againft Excommunication. But through 
Gods mercy , before the poifon was ready, there was one An- 
tidote ready, I mean Mr. Rutherford his anfwet to Erastus, But 
though Mr. Coleman was the firft man , he was not the onely 
man that hath appeared in this prefent Controverfie in Eng- 
land, Others (and thofe of divers profeflions ) arecome up- 
onthe Stage. I fhallleaveevery man to his Judge, and (hall 
judge nothing before the time. Onely I (hall wih every 
man to confider fadly and ferioufly, by what Spirit and Prin- 
ciples he is led, and whether he be feeking the things of Chrift, 
or his owne things; whether he be pleafing men, or pleafing 
Chrift ; whether fin be more fhamed , and holinefle more ad- 
vanced;this way, or that way ; Which way is molt agreeable to 
the Word of God, te the example of the bet Reformed 
a Churches 
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Churches ; and foto tre folc mne League and Covetiant. ‘the 
Controverfie is now hot : every faithtull fervant of Chr ft, will 
be carefull to deliver his owne {cule by his fai-Lfuln.ffe , and let 
the ford de whatfeemeth him gocd. — The caute is not ours, 
but Christs ; it(lands him upon his Honour, his Crowne, 
his Lawes,his Kingdom, Our eyes are towards the Lord and 
we will wait for a divine decifion of thebufineffe : Forthe Lord 
s Ms Fudge, the Lord ts our Law-giver,T he Lord it our King, be 
will fave us. 


Ta. 33. 2&6 
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Some Poftulata or common Princi; les 
to be prefuppofe1. 


— Or a foundation to the following difcourfe, I fhall pre- . 
mife the particulars following, which I hope fhall be 
condefcended upon, and acknowledged,as fo many xora! 
sorai. 

I. There muft bea moh conícientious and fpeciall care 
had, that there be not a promifcuous admiffion of all forts of 
perfons (that pleafe or defire ) to partake in all the publike 
Ordinances of God : buta diftinction is to be made of the pre- 
cious and the vile, the clean and the unclean; I mean thofe who 
are apparantly and vifibly fuch. This was aprinciple and rule 
among the Heathens themfelves , therefore(¢) when they came 
to doe facrifice , the prophane were bidden be gone, and 

(d) Procul hinc procul ite prophant, 
Conclamat vates, totoque abfiftire luco, 

Etillud,  éxacéya Cose c aios 

Et illud, Tu G eniter Cape facra mana patriofque penates. 
Me bello extento digreffum ¢y cede recenti 
Anre&fare nefas, donec me flumine vivo 


À Bb © Cefar 
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(©) Cxfir lib. (*) Cefar tells us, that of old the Drwides (the Heathnith French 


6-debelloGal- Pri: fts) did interdict the flagitions from their facrifices and ho- 
Ico, 


$1 quis privatus y 
aut publicus €0- 
rum decreto nen 


fleterit, facrift- 


ly things. 

. Thefe Druides France had from England, if the obfervation 
Of Francés Hely-Okeout of Tacitus, hold. 

2. That cenfures and punifhments ought to be appointed 


cijs merdvunt. and ji fl Qed, as fer perfonal and private injuries between man 


H «t pena efl a- 
pud eos gravi ffi. 
ma Quibus eft 


and man, fo much more for publike and fcandalous fins, wher. 
by God is very much difhonoured, and the Church dangeroufly 


inerdiflum , ij Ícandabzed. Tybersus his flighting maxime, Deoram injurias 
py MHneroimpiorn™ D ijs cure effe, may be entertained among Atheifts, but is explo- 


ac fceleraiorum 

habentur. If 0- 
mnes decedunt a : 
( others read ) tainirg to Ged. 
ab ijs omnes de- 


= 
~~ 


ded amoeng all true Chriflians. Ipar zap ú cfe Scion ampére, 
isthe Chiiltian maxime, Care is to be firlt takensaf things per. 


tisrequifite and neceffary,that he who hath given pob- 


cedunt ) adit" lick {candall and offence to the Church , ard hath openly difho- 


fermonemgue de- 
fugiunt, ne quid 
ex contagione ins 


neured God by a greff: notorious fin, fhould honour God, edi-. 
fie others, and (fo far as in him lycth ) remove thecffence by 


commodi accipi- a publike confeffion of thefin, aud declaration of his forrow 


a ttf. 


H 


and repentance for thefa ie ; and of his refolution ( through 
the grace of Chrift) todofonoinore : As many of the Belee- 
vers at Ephefus did publikely confeffe and (hew thcic deeds : 
AG, 19. 18. The Syriack addeth their offences. A patterne of 


this confcffion we have in the Law of Mofes, and Jewith poli- 


cie (whereof elfe- where ) as likewife in the Baptifme of job», 
Matth. 3. 6. 

Of this publike Confeffion of fin, fee Feftas Honnixs difp.. 
$1. Thef, 2. Mr. Hilderfbam cn Pfal.51. Led. 34. & 37. and 
diverfeothers. Both the Word of God, and the example of 
the beft Reformed Churches, leadeth us this way. The Centu- 
rifts Cene. t. lib. 2. cap. 4. obferve four kinds of confeffion in 
the New-Teftament : Fir?, 2 Confeffion of fin to Ged alone. 
I Jobn 1.9. Secondly , aconfflion coram Ecclefia, before the 
Church, when men acknowledge publikely their wicked and 
fcandalous deeds, and do profeffe their repenting and lothing of 
the fame : And for this they cite 46. 19. 18. Thirdly, acon- 
fefion one to another of particular private injuries and offen- 
ces, chicfly recommended to thofe. who are at variance , p 

Ve ` 
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have wronged one another. Jam. 5.16. Fourthly, the confef- 
fion or profeffion ef the true Faith. 1 Fehn 4.2. 

4. That publick hame put upon a fcandalous finner, and 
the fcparating or cafting out of fuch an one, as the vile from the 
precious , is thc fitteft and molt cff.cual means which the 
Church can uk to humble him , to break his heart,and to bring — 
him to the acknowledgement of his offence. 

$. Thatthere may be and often are fuch perfonsin the 
Church, whom (£) we muft avoid, Rom.16.17. Withdraw frons (f) Eraftus lib. 
them. 1 Tim 6.5. 2 Tim. 3.5. 2 Thef. 3.6. Have no company 4. cap. 7. Ho- 
with thm, 2Thef. 3.14. Noteat With thems, 1 Cor. 5. Vi. Nor 7*7 deberi vi~ 
bidthem God fpecd. 2 Epift. John, verf. 10. 11. |. w^ 
6. Thence there mult be a withdrawing from a brother gyos impuros eff 
that walketh diforderly and fcandaloufly , its more agreeable to cegnoviftis vita- 
the plory of God, and to the Churches peace , that, this be done resne vor quegu 
by a publick authoritative Eccleftaltical Judgement and fen- cimi E 
tence, than wholly and folcly to traf it to the piety and pru- ein nell 
dence of each particular Chriftian, to efteem as heathens and ar. 
publicans , whom , and when , and for what he fhall thiek 
good, and accordingly to withdraw and feparate from them. 

7. That there is a diftinction between Magiftracy and 
Miniftery , even fure Divino, That the civil Magiftrate hath 
not power to abolifh or continue the Miniftery in abftratto at 
his pleafure; nor yet to make or unmake Minifters in concreto, 
that is, to ordain or depofe Minifters, as hethinks fit. 

8. As the Offices are diltinct (£) fois the power; Magi- ( g ) Salmafius 
ftrates may do what Minilters may not doe : and Minifters may appar.ad lib.de 
doe what Magiltrates may not do. ^ prim.pag. 303. 

9. Itis Paris Commanu , a principle of common equity E fit en 
and naturallreafon, that the directive Judgement in any mat- FA A E eefi 
ter doth chicfly belong to fuchas ( by their profeffian and vo- affica, altera in- 
cation ) are devoted and fet apart tothe ftudy and knowledge terna externa al- 
of (ach matters, and (in that refpect ) fuppofed to be ablelt and *€retam peccant 
fittcft to give Judgement thereof. A confultation of Phyfiti. Porre te g. 
ans is called for , when the Magiftrate defires to know the na- L civili 
ture, fymptomes, or cure of fome dangerous. difeafe..... A con- tbuunt, quam 
fultation of Lawyers, in Legal queftions. A Councell of War gui utramque de. 


in military expeditions. ` If i i . MN negant miniflro 
i y expeditions. ` If neginalirue be ina fhip at Sen Roclefaftico 
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he takes not on him the directive part of Navigation , which 
belongs to the mafter, with the mates and pilot. Neither doth 
the matter of the fhip (if it come to a Sea-fight ) takeon him 
the directive part in the fighting, which belongs to the Captain. 
And fo in all other cafes, Arrtfici in [na arte credendum.Where= 
fore though the Judgement of Chriftian prudence and difcretion 
belongs to every Chriftian, and to the Magiftrate in his Station; 
and though the Magiftrate may be, and fometime is learned in 
the Scriptures, and well acquainted withthe principles of true 
Divinity, yet st plurimum, and ordinarily, efpecially ia a right- 
ly Reformed and well corftituted Church, Minifters are to be 
fuppofed to be fittcft and ablcft to givea e udgement in 

things and caufes Spiritual and Ecclefialtical: With whom alfo . 
other ruling Church-Officers de affift and joyne, who are more 
experimentally and practically ( they ought alfo, and diverfe 
times are more Theoretically ) acquainted with theright way 
and rules of Church-government and cenfures; then the civil 
Maeiftrate ( when he is no ruling Elder inthe Church, which 
is but accidentall ) can be rationally or ordinarily fuppofed to 


- be, 


10, There is fome power of Governement, in the Church 
given to the Miniftery by Chrift : eMe why are they faid to be fet 
over us in the Lord, and called Rulers and Governours, as we. 
fhall fee after wards?- 
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CHAP. IIL. 


What the Eraftians yeeld unto Vs , and 
what We yecld unto them, 


take notice of fuch particulars as are the Oppofites con- 
: (h) Eraftus 
ccffions to us, or our conceffionstothem. Their con- co 6 Thef. 
ceffions are thefe. lib. 3. cap. 1. 
I. (h) That the Chriftian Magiftrate in ordering and Veruntamen ut 
difpofing of Ecclefiaftical caufes and matters of Religion ,^7ebws propba- 
is tyed to keep clofe to the Rule of the Word cf God ; AA 
and that as he may not aflumean Arbitrary Government of the pon licet termi- 
State, fo far lefle of the Church. nos ¢ fines &- 
2. That Church-Officers may exercife Church-govern- gitaris, juftitia 
ment, and authority in matters of Religion , where the Magi- of oneftatis, boc 
trate doth not profeffe and defend the true Religion : In fucha 24," pit gi 
cafeewo Governments are allowed toltand together, one ci- ftatutorum Reip. 
vil, another Ecclefiaftical. This (1) Zrafus granteth,as it were tranfcondere. Sic 
by conftraint, and it Rems by way of compliance with the Di- ”-ifponendi gy 
vines of Z«rik( who hold excommunication by Church. Officers win r Aer 
under an infidel Magiftrate,and that fare Divino )to move them cultum divia i 
: tocomply the more with him in other particulars. num pertinen- 
3: That the abufe of Church-governement is no good argu- tibus , longe 


ment oe thething it fclf : There being no authority fo good, "int ei licet 


F Or better ftating of the controverfie, We fhall firft of all 


; luli tees . 
fe nece ffary in Church or State, but by reafen of their corruptions vas ctl. fe 
Who manage it, may be abufed to tyranny and epreffion. hele are Dei difcedere ; 


Mr.Prisnes words ,Vindse. of the 4. Questions pag. 2. gud tarquam re 
Bb Y gulam in omyi- 
3 4 That bus debes fegut, 

ab eoquenufguam > 


vel latum pilum defl-ĉtere. (i). Eraftus ibid. Tn'elligi boc debet de ea Repub. difium,in quia siaa 
giftratus doy fubdii, eandem profitentur Religionem, eamque veram. — In bac dico duss diflinflng ja. 
rif lithiones minime debere efe. Inala , in qutvidelicer Magiffraun falfam meinur fenrcntiam,cer- 


1o quodammodo tolerabilis videri fortaffe poffis dsvifio reddionum,. 
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4. That foie Juriídict:on belongs to Presbyteries by Di- 
vine Right. Mr. Pryssein his Epillle D dicatory before the 
vindication of his fou: queftions, faith, that his fcope is, mat to 
take from our ne Presbyreries , all Eccl: fiaftical Turifditlion døe 
by Divine Right to them, but to confi.e it Wizbin certain d: finite 
limits , to prevent af exorbitant abu(es of it. 

$. Thatthe Chriltian Maziftrate ought not , may not 
preach the Word, nor minifter the Sacraments. Mr. Coleman 
in his Brotherly examination re-examined pag. 14. 1 never-bad it 
in my thoughts that the Parliament bad power of difpenfiug the 
Word and Sacraments : Then fo far thereis a diftin@tion of Ma- 
piftracy and Miniftery Fure Divino : Yet inthis he did not fo 

k) Confirm. Well agree with ( k) Braff us. Re 
Thef. lib. 4. '6. Toatthe miniftery 15 Fure Divino, and Minifters have 
cap. 2. Qud their power and authority of preaching the Word derived to 


addis non licere them trom Chrift, not from the Magiftrate. So Mr. Huffey in 
amagifiratul , Te 


1 lame, j ^ 3 
poe Chrift , derived tows by tbofe of our Brethren that were in Com- 
menta adminiftra miffion before us. Magiflrates may drive away falfe Teachers, 
re(ft modo per € bys not the Preachers of the Gospel but at their utmoff peril. 
gois poffitut- | They admit and allow of Presbyteries, fo that they doe 
que muneri fufi- (a G d Mia 
cere) idverun POt exercife Government and Jurifdiction. —Ereff. lib. 4. 
non eft. cap. 1. 
Our Conceffions to our Oppofites , are thefe. 
I. Thatall are not to be admitted promifcuoufly either 
to be governours or members in the Ecclefiaftical Republick, 
that is,in a vifible political Church. None are to governe(1)nor 
de Conc.lib.z. |. . : 
c.8 5i turpe aur EO DE abmitted members of Presbyteries or Synods, except fuch 
indignum quon- aS both for abilities and converfation, are qualified according to 
dam videbar that which the Apoftle Par requireth a Bifhop or Elder to be. 
gentes inducere Scandalous or prophane Church-Officers are the worft of dogs 
antemplum Del: and (Hine , and tobefirftcalt out. And asallarenet to go- 
quare non videa- il E odi 4 "Ecélefiaft all, "m 
tur bodie facrile- Verne, fo allarenot to be governed Ecclefiaftically ; but one- 
gum, introducere ly Church-Menbers , 1 Cor. 5. 12. Theretore what hath been 
in Synodum Ec- objected concerning many both Paftors and People in England, 
cleftafticam ca- who are ftill branches of the old ftock , doth not (trike againft 
wes OP ^ what we hold. All are not fit for a Church-government. There- 
` fore thofe that are fit [hall not have a Charch-Government. So 


they 


(1) Bullinger 


ta 


his Epiltle to my felf. ge preach the Word with all authority from | 
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governed Presbyrerially , and Epifcopal Minifters are not fit to 
governe; therefore thereft of the Nation fhall want a Govern- 


mente á 


2. Presbyteriall Government is not de/potical , but mini- 
Stersal, it is not a Dominion, but a Service.  Wearenot Lords o- 
ver Gods heritage : Y Pet. 5.3. but we are the fervants beth of 
Chrift and of bis Church, Pe preach not our felves , faith the A- 
poflle, bat Chrift Fefus the Lord, and our felves your fervants for 
Jefus fakes 2 Cor. 4. 5. ! 

3. That power of Government with which Paftors and 
Elders are invefted, hath for the object of it , not the external 
man,but tkeinward man. Itis not, nor ought not to be exer- 
cifed inany compulfive, coercive, corporal, or civil punifh- 
ments, When there is need of coertion or compulfion , it be- 
longs tc the Magiftrate, not to the Minifter , though the qucfti- 
on be cfa matter of Religion; of Perfons or things Ecclefia- (m) Appar. ad 
(tical. Which as it is rightly obferved by (™) Salmafizs, fo he lib-de primatu 
further afferteth againft the Popifh Writers, that all Ecclcfisfti- 4€ Md i PoR 
cal Jurifdiction hath for the objc& of it , onely the inward man; crn ope er 
for confider the end of Church-cenfures, faith he,even when one vim agente ac 
is ex communicated or fufpended from the Sacrament, itis but jubente, ant Ju- 
to reduce him and rcftore him by repentance, that he may again 77/c7¢étione co- 
partake of the Sacrament rightly and comfortably : which re- ^ ©. Es 
pentance isin the foule or inward man, though the fignes of it pagen FACIET 


appear externally. ‘ gant verbi divini 

| miniftri , neque- 
jus agendi ulm etiamfi dere aut perfona Ecclefiaftica quaflio fit aut de Religione agatur, fed ad piin- 
cipes aut Magiftratus ea vis codéliva, (s il'ud jus imperativum (y: ccercitivum pertinet, bid. pag. 
29 $- Turf dicionem ijdem (poniificij Doclores ) porro interierem ac exterior em ita diflinguunt, ut in- 
terior fit qua Sacerdos poffit peccator em confeffum a peccaiis abfolvere (> fatiffe Hienem ponere : extt« 
rior autem qua peccatores adfiringit vinculo Anathematis,alia/cue publicas cenfuras irrega: dy ab ijf- 
dem exfolvit. Verum ha due Turifdi&iiones unam faciunt, eaw que folam interiorem. Nulla quif pe 
exterior ef cum utraque vefpiciat @ pre cbjecto babeat bominem interiorem,id eft animam.1 b.p. 267. 
Finis tanium refpici debet. Aliquis fulpenditur y exccmmunicatur ? Sane,fed ut per poenitentiam 
refi na poffit, Sacramenta corporis dy fanguinis Chrifli iteium participare.Et penitentia illa quam 
«qui agii ut poffit reconciliari, interioris eft bominis. . 


A, Presby-- 
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4. Presbyterial Government is not ‘an arbitrary Govern- 
tent; for clearing whereof take thefe five Confiderations. 
I. We can do nothing agatnft the Truth bus for the Truth: and 
the power which the Lord hath given us , is re edification and 
not to ac(tru Elion, 2 Cor.13 8 10. All Presbyterial proceedings 
mult be levelled to this end , aud fquared by this rule. 2. Pres- 
byters ard Presbyteries are fuz): & to the Law of the Land, and 
to the corrective power of the Magiftrate; Quatenus Ecclefia 
efl in Republica, G Keipub. pars , von Respublica Ecclefie: Im 
fo far as the Church ss in the Common-wealth, and a part of the 
Common- Wealth ; not tke Commen-Wealth a part of the Church, 
faith Salmafius appar.ad lib, de Primatu pag.292, for which, 
psg. 300, hecites, Optatus Milivitanus lib. 3. Non enim Re- 
Publica efl in Ecclefia, fed Ecclefiain Republica. Minifters and 
Elders are Sudjc€ts and Members of the Common- wealth, and 
in that refpect punifhable by the Magiftrate, if they tranfgrefle 
the Law of the Land. 3. Yea alfo as Church-Officers , they 
are to be kept within the limits of their calling , and compelled 
(if need be) by the Magiftrate todo thofe Duties which by the 
clear Word of God and received principles of Chriftian Reli- 
gion, or by the received Ecclefiaftical Conftitutionsof that 
Church, they cught todo. 4, And incorrupeo Ecclefia Ratu, 
I mean, if it íhallever happen ( whichthe Lord forbid , and 
I truft fall never be) that Presbyteries, or Synods (hall make 
defection from the Truth to Errour, from Holineffe te Pro- 
phaneffe , from Moderation to Tyranny and Perfecution, cen- 
furing the innocent and abfolving tbe guilty , as Popery and 
Prelacy did, and there being no hopes of redreffing fuch enor- 
mities in the ordinary way by intrinfecal Ecclefiaftical reme- 
dies, that is, by well-conftituted Synods,or Affemblies of Or- 
thodox, holy, moderate Presbyters: In fuchan extraordinary 
exigence, theGhriftian Magiltrate may and ought to interpofe 
his Authority to do diverfe things which in an ordinary courfe 
of Government he ought not to do; for in focha cafe, Magi- 
ftracy ( without expecting the proper intrirfecal remedy of 
better Ecclefiafticall Affemblies ) may immediately, by it felf, 
and in the moft effectual manner, fuppreffe and reftrain fuch de- 
fection, exorbitancy, and tyranny , and not fuffer the unjuft, 
Hereti- 
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heretical ,ty rannical Sentences of ‘Presbyteriesor Synodsto be 
put in execution. Howbeit is Ecclefia bene conftitwra, ina well 
conítituted and Reformed Church , it isnot to be fuppofed, 
that the condition of affairs will be fuch as I have now fait. We 
heartily acknowledge with Mr. CartWright annot, on Mat. 22, 
Seit. 3. That it belongeth to the Magiftrate, roreforme things in 
tbe Church, as often as the Ecclefiaftical perfons pall eitber through 
ignorance, or diforder of the affection of covetusufn: ffe or ambition, 
dfilethe Lords Sanflaary. For faith anims Animad.in Bell 
contr. 4. lb. 1.645. 12. © 18. Both the Church when the concar- 
rence of the Magistrate failerh, may extraordinarily doe fomething 
Which ordinarily [bs canot : and again wher the Church fatleth of 
her duty , the Magistrate may extraordinarily procure , that the 
Church return to her duty, 

5. Idareconfidently fay , that if comparifons be rightly 
made, Presbyterial Government isthe molt limitted and the 
leat Arbitrary Government of any other in the world. I fhould 
have thouoht tt very unneceffary and fuperfluous, to have once 
named here the Papal Government, or yet the Prelatical, but 
that Mr. Pryan in his prefaeeto his four grand Qucítions, puts 
the Reverend Affembly of Divines in mind, that they fhould be- 
ware of u'urping that which hath been even by themfclves dif- 
chimed agunt , and quite taken away from the Pope and 
Prelats. Mr. Cekman alfoinhis Sermon bronght e5j:ctions 
from the ufurpations of Pope Paw the fife, and of the Archfbi- 
fhop of Canterbury: Well, if we mult needs make a compari- 
fon, comeon. The Papal ufurpations are many. 1. The Pope 
takes upon him to determine what belongs to the Canon of 
Scripture, whatnot? 2. That heonely can determine what 
isthe fence of Scripture, 3. He addeth unwritten Traditi- 
ons. 4. He makes himfelf Judge of all controverfies. 5. He 
difpenfeth with the Law of wod it felf. 6. He makes himfelf 
above General Councels. 7. His government is Monarchi- 
cal. $. Hereceiveth appeals from all the Nations in the world. 
9. Heclaimeth iofallibility at lelt ex Cathedra. 10. Hema- 
keth Lawesabfolutely binding the Con‘cience, even in things 
indifferent. 11. Heclaimetha Temporal Dominion over all 
the Kingdoms in the world. r2. He faith ke may depofe | 

. Cc ; Kings, ' 
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Kings , and sbfolve Subjects from their. oath of allegiance, 
13. He perfecuteth all with fire and {word and Anathema's, 
who do not fubje& themfelvesto him. 14. He claimeth the 
fole power of convocating general.Councels. 15. And of 
prefiding or moderating therein by Himfelf or his Legates. 
_ What Confcience or ingenuity can there now be , in ma- 
king any parallel between Papall and -Presbyteriall Governe- 
ment r: a 

As little there isin making the comparifon with Prelacy, 
the power whereof was indced arbitrary, and impatient of. 
thofe limitations and rules. which Presbyteries and Synods in 
the Reformed Churches waikby. For 1. The Prelate was 
but one yet he claimed the power of ordination and jurifdiction 
as proper to himfelf in his owne Dioctflz. We givethe power. 
ef ordination and Church cenfures not &»$ , but #nitari ,-not 
to one, but to an. A(f:mbly gathered into one. . : 

2, The Prelate affumeda perpetual precedency and acon- 
ftant priviledge of moderating Synods,W hich-Presby terial Go- 
vernment denyeth to anyone man. 3. The Prelate did not 
tye himfclFeither to aske or to receive advice from his fellow. 
Presbyters, except, when he himfelf pleafed. But thereisno 
Presbyterial] nor Synodicall fentence, whichis not concluded. 
by the major part of voices. 4.. The Prelate made himfelf 
Paftor to the whole Dioceffz (confiting it may be of fome hun- 
dreds of Congregations ) , holding that the Minifters of parti- 
cular Congregations did preach the Word and minifter the Sa- 
craments, 19 his name by vertue of authority and order from 
him, and becaufe he could not act by himfelf in every Congre- 
gation. The Presbyteriall Government acknowledgeth no Pa- 
Itorall charge of. preaching the Word and miniftring the Sacra- . 
mentsto more Congregations then one ; and doth acknowledge 
the Paftors of particular Churches , being lawfully called , to 
have power and authority for preaching the Word and minie. 
fring the Sacraments in the name of Chrift, and not in the 
name of the Presbyterie. 5. The Prelates. as they denyed the 
power and authority of Paftors , fo they utterly denyed the ve- 
ry offices of ruling Elders, and Deacons for taking more efpe- 
create of the poor, inpatticua Congrogatient, , aM 


to 


iid not acknowledge Congregationall Eldeifhips , nor any 
power of difeipline in particulát Congregations which the 
Prestyteriall Government dott. 7. Th:y intruded Paftors 
oft times agairft the confint of the Congregation , and recla- 
‘mante Eccl. fia, which the Presbyteriall Guvernment doth not. 
8. They ordained Minifters without. any particular charge, 
which the Presbyterial Governement doth not. g InSynods 
they did not allow any but the Clergie alone (as they kept up 
the name) to have decifive fuffrage. The Presbyterial Govern- 
ment gives decifive voices to ruling Elders afwell as to Paftors. 
Io. The Prelatcs declined to be accountable to and cenfurable 
by either Chapters, Diocefan or National! Synods. In Pref- 
by teriall Government all (in whatfoever Ecclefiafticall admi- 
niftration) are called toan account in Presbyteries, Provincial 
and Nationall Affemtlics refpectively , and none are exempted 
from Synedicall cenfures in cafe of fcandall and obftinacy. 
II; The Prelates power was not meerly Ecclefiafticall , they 
were Lords of Parliament, they held Civil places in the State, _ 
which the Presbyterial Government condemneth. 12. The Pre- 
lats were not chofen by the Church, Presbytersare. 13. The 
Prelates did prefüumeto make Lawes binding the Con{cience, 
even in things indifkrent, and did perfecute, imprifon, fine,de- 
pofe , excommunicate men for certain Rites and Ceremonies 
acknowledged by themfelves to be indifferent ( fetting afide the 
will and authority of the Law makers ) This the Presbyteriall 
Government abhorreth. 14. They did excommunicate for 
money matters, for trifles. Which the Presbyteriall Govern- 
ment condemmth. 15. The Prelates did not allow men to 
examine by the Judgement of Chriftian and private difcretion, 
their Decrees and Canons , foas to fearch the Scriptures and 
Jook at the Warrants , but would needs have men think it e= 
rough to know the things to be commanded by them thatare in 
placeand power. Presbyteriali Government doth not lord it 
over mens confciences, butadmitteth (yea commendeth) the 
fearching of the Scriptures , whether thefe things which it 
holds forth be not fo , and doth not prefle mens Confciences: 
with Sis volo, fic jubeo, but defireth they may doe in faith what: 
they do. 16. The Prelates held up pluralities , non.refiden- 
vt Gc2 cles 
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cies, &c. Which the Presoyterial! Government doth not 
17. Asmany of the Prelatesdid themfelves neglect to preach 
the Gofpel , fo they kept up in diverfe places a reading non- 
preaching Miniftery : Which the Presdyteriall Goverment fut 
ereth not. 18. They opened the door of the Minttery to 
diverfe feandalous, Arminianized , and popifhly affected men, 
and locked the door upon many worthy to be admitted. The 
Presbyteriill Government hercin isas contrary tothcirs , as 
theirs westotheright. 19. Their Official Courts, Conamif- 
faries, &c. did ferve themiclves Hzires tothe fons of EZ, Nay, 
but thes fhalt give it menoW, endif ust, 1 will take it by force. 
Tae Presbyterial Covernment h:t. th fuch proceedings. 20. The 
Prelates and their High-Commitfion Court did a(fame porefZa- 
tcm utvisfá, gl adi), the power both of the Temporall and Civil 
Sword. The Presbyteriall Government medleth with no Civil 
nor Temporal pünifhments.,; 

I do not intend to enumerate all che differences between the 
Papal and Prelatical Government on the one fide , and the 
Presbyterial Government on the other fide; in.this point of 
unlimitedneffe or arbitrárynsffe. Thefe differences which I 
have given, may fzrve fora confciencicus caution to intelligent 
and moderate men, to beware of fuch odious and uijuft compi- - 
rifons, as have been ufed by fome, and among others by Mr. 
Salrusarfo in his Parallel between the Prelacy aca Presbyterte $ 
Which as it cannot ftrike again us , nor any of the Reformed 
Churches ( who acknowledge nofnch. Presbyterie as he defri- 
beth) and infome particulars, (triketh at the Ordinance of Pare 
liament (as namely in point of the Directory) fohethat hath 
a mind toa Rectimination, might with more truthlay diverfe 
of thofeimputations upon thofe, whom (I believe) he is molt 
unwilling they fhould be laid upor. | 

In the third place, The Presbyterian Government is more 
limited and lefke arbitrary than the Independent Government 
of fingle Congregations, which exempting themfelves from the 
Presbyterial fubordination, and from being accountable to, 
and cenfurable by Claffes or Synods, muft needs be fuppofed to 
exercifea much more unlimited or arbitrary power, than the 
Presbyterial Churches do : efpecially when this fhall be — 
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red and laid together with one of their three grand Principles, 
which difclaimeth the binding of themfclves for the future un- 
to their prefent judgement acd practice, and avoucheth the 
keeping of this refèr ve to alter and retract, See their Apeloger’- 
cal narration, pac.10,11. By which it appeareth that their way 
will not fuffer them to be fo far moulded into an Uniformity, 
or bounded within certain particular rules ( I fay not with 
others, but even among theinfilves) as the Presbyterian way 
will admit of. 

Finally, The Presbyterial Government hath no fuch liberty 
nor arbitrarineffe, as Civil or Military Government hath: 
there being in all civil er temporal affairs a great deal of latitude 
l.ft to thole who manage the fame, fo that they command nor 
act nothing againft the Word of God. But Pressyterial Go- 
vernment istyed up tothe rules of Scripture, in all fuch pare 
ticularsasare properly fpicitual and proper to the Church ; 
Though in other particular, occafonal ciccumftances of times, 
places, accommodations, and the like, the fame light of na. 
ture and reaíon guideth both Church and State ;. yet in things 
properly Spiritual and Ecclefiaftical , there is not near fo 
much latitude left to the Presbytery , as there is in civil affairs 
to the Magiftrate. 

And thus I have made good what I faid, That Pres>y- 
terial Government is the molt limited and leaft arbitrary Go- 
vernment of ary other, Al which Vindication and clearing of 
the Presbyterial Government, doth overthrow (as to this 
Point ) Malter Huffey’s Obfervstion, pegao: of the irregulari- 
ty and arbitrarinefle of Churct-zovernment. And fo much of 
my fourth Conc: fion. _ | 

The fifth fhall bethis: "Tisfar from our meaning, that the 
Chriftian Magiftrate fhould not meddle with matters of Re- 
ligion ,. or things and caufes Ecclefiaftical., and that he is 
to take care of the Common-wealth, but not of the Church.. 
Certainly thereis much power and Authority which by the 
Word of God , and by the Gonfeffions of Faith of the Re- 
formed Churches. , doth belong tothe Chriftian Magi(trate in 


peus of Religion. Which I do but now touch by the way 5. 
fo far as is- neceffary to wipe off the afperfion «aft upon: 
Ce 3, Presby- 
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Presbyterial Goverment. The particulars I refer to Chap- 
ter 8. 

Our fixth Conceffion is, That in extraordinary cafes, when 
Church-government doth degenerate into tyranny, ambition, 
and avarice; and they who have the managing of the Ecclefia- 
tical power, make defection and fall inte manifelt Herefy, Im- 
piety, or Injuftice, (as under Popery and Prelacy ic was for che 
molt part: ) then, aud in fuch cafes ( which we pray and hope 
we fhall never fee again) the Chriftian Magitrate may and 
ought to do diverfe things inand for Religion, and interpofe 
his. Authority diverfe wayes, foas doth not properly belorg 
to his cognizance, decifion, and adininiftration, ordinarily, and 
in a Reformed and well conítituted Church. For extraordina- 
ry difeafes mult have extraordinary remedies, More of this be- 

ore. 

A fevegth Conc: flion is this: The Civil Sanction added to 
Church.governimnent and Difcipline, is a free and voluntary Act 
of the Mag:ftiare. That is. Church-government doth nct rx 
natar: fH, Deceffirate the Magiltrate to aid, afit or corroborate 
the fame, by aduing theftreneth ofa iaw. But the Magiltrate ts 
freein tliis, todo or not to do, todo more or to do lefe, es he 
will anfwet to God and kis confcietices it isa cumulative AC 
of favour done oy the Mag {traie. My meaning is not , that it is 
free to the Magiftrate. in genere mori 5 but in genere entis. The — — 
Magiftrate ougüt to adde the Civil San&ion bie & nunc, or he 
ought not to doit. It is cither a duty, ora fin ; it is not indiffz- 
rent. But my meaning is , The Mayiftrate is free herein from 
all coaction , yea from all neccffity and obligation; other then =~ 
arifcth from the Word of God, binding his confcience. There is 
no power on Earth, Civil or Spiritual, toconftrain him. The 
Magiftrate himiclfis his own Judge on Earth , how far heis to 
do any cumulative AC offavourtothe Church. Which takes ` 
off that calumny, that Presbyterial Government doth force or 
compel the confcience of the Magitrate. I pray God we may. 
never have czule to ftate the Qac(tion otherwife , I mean, con- 
cerning the Magiftrate his forbidding what Chrift hath com- 
manded,or commanding what Chrift hath forbidden: in which 

‘cafe we muk ferve Chrift and our confciences, rather then obey 


Laws 
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Laws contrary to the Word of God and our Covenant: where- 
as in the other cafe, ofthe Magi‘trate his not adding of the Civil 
Sanction, we may both ferve Chri(t , and do it wichont the leaft 
appearance ef difobedience to the Magiftrate. 

Eighthly , We grant.that Paftors and Elders, whether they 
be confidered di(tributively , or collectively in Presbyteries and 
Synods, being Subjects and Members of the Common-wealth, 
ought te be fudject and obedient in the Lord to the Magi(trate 
and to the Law of the Land; and as in all other duties, fo in Ci- 
vil fübje&ion and obedience they ought to be exfamples to the 
Flock; and their trefpaffes againft Law are punifhable, as much, 
yea, more then the trefpaffes of other Subjects. Of this alfo 
before. 

Ninthly, Ifthe Magiltrate be offended, at the fentence given, 
or cenfure inflited by a Presbytery or a Synod, they ought to 
be ready in all humility and refpect, to give him an acconnt and 
reafon of fuch their proceedings ; and by all means to endea- 
vour the fatisfa&ion of the Magiftrate his confcience: er other-. 
wife to- be warned and rectified , .if themfelves have er-: 


red. . 
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CHAP. IV. 


Of the agreements and differences be- 
tween tbe nature of the Cryil and of 
the EcclefiafHical Powers or Govern- 


Bents. 


Aving now obferved what'our oppofites yeeld tous, or 
we to them , I (hall for further unfolding of what I plead 
for, or againft, adde here the chief agreements and differences 
between the Civil and Ecclefialtical powers , fo far as I appre- 
hend them, They both agree in thefe things: 1. They are both 
from God ; both the Magiftrate, and the Minifter is authorized 
from God , both arethe Minifters of God, aud (hill giveac- 
count of their adminiftrations to God. 2. Both are tycd to ob- 
ferve the Law and Comtnandments of God: and both have 
certain directions from the Word of God to guide them in their 
adminiftration. 3. Both Civil Magi(trates and Church Offi- 
cers are Fathers,and cught to be honoured and obeyed according 
to the fifth Commandment: Utramque fcilicet dominium, faith 
Lather, Town. fol.139. both Governments, the Civil and the 
Ecclefiaftical , do pertain to that Commandment. 4. Both. 
Magiftracy and Miniftery are appointed for the glory of God as 
Supreme, and for the good of men as the fubordinate end. 5. 
They are both of them mutually aiding and auxiliary, each to 
other. Magiftracy ftrengthens the Miniftery, and the Miniftery 
ftrengthens Magiftracy. 6. They agree in their general kinde; 
they are both Powers and Governments. 7. Both of them re- 
quire fingular qualifications , eminent gifts and endowments, 
and 


Y 
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and of both it holds true A Quis 4d Lec idoneis ? $. Both of 
them have degrees of cenfures and correction according to the 
degrees of offences. 9. Neither the one nor the other may 
give out fentence againft one whois not convict , or whofe of- 
fence isnot proved. 10. Bothof them have a certain kind 
of Turifdiction s foro exteriori. For though the Ecclefiaftical 
power be fpiritual, and exercifed about fuch things as belong to 
the inward man onely; yetas Dr. Rivet upon the Decalogue, 
pag. 260. 261. faith truly , there isa two-fold power of exter- 
nal jurifdiction which is exercifed fs foro exteriors t one by 
Church-Cenfures , Excommunication, leffer and greater, which 
is not committed to the Magiltrate , but to Church-Officers s 
Another, whichis Civiland coercive, and that is the Magi- 
Grates. But Mr. Coleman toldus, he was perfwaded it will 
trouble the whole World to bound Ecclefiaftical and Civil Ju- 
rifdiction , theone from the other ; Maledicis pag. 7. Well s 
I have given ten agreements, I will now give ten differen- 
ces, 

The difference between them is great ; they differ in their 
caufes, effets, objects, adjun&ts, correlations, executions , 
and ultimate terminations. | 

1. Intheefficient caufe, The Kingof Nations hath infti- 
tuted the Civil power; The King of Saints hath inftituted the 
Ecclefiaftical power. I mean the moft high God, pofftflor of 
Heaven and Earth, whoexercifeth Soverainty over the work- 
manfhip of his own hands, and fo overall mankind, hath ine 
(tituted Magiftrates to bein his (tead, as gods upon Earth. But 
re Chrijt as Mediator and King of the Church, whom his 

ather hath er spon bis holy Hill of Zion, P fal. 2- 6. to reigne ever 
the Houfe of Facob forever, Luke 1.33. who hath the key of 
the Houfe of David laid upon his fhoulder , Z/a. 22. 22. hath 
inftituted an Ecclefia(tical power and goverment in the 
ens. of Church-Officers , whom in his name he fendeth 
orth. E 
. 2. Inthe matter, Magiftracy or Civil power hath for the 
matter of it the earthly Scepter and the Temporal Sword : that 
is, itis Monarchical and Legiflative : itisalío punitive or co- 
ercive of thofe that do evil ; underftand , upon thelike reafon , 
i i Dd remu- 
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ee — etia —ai—s eT 
(n) Fe fus remunerative of thofe that do well, (2) The Ecclefiaftical pow- 
Honnius dif, €f hath for the matter of it, the keyes of the Kingdom of Hea- 
go. thet. 6. ven. .r. The key.of knowledge or do&rine , and that to be 
Circa bonum Di- ad nini{tred , not onely feverally by each Minilter coscionalirer, 
rituale vera" yat alfo Confiltorially.and Synodically in determining contro- 
Pg tat verfies of Faith, and that according to the rule of holy Scri- 
peace pro- p'ureonely : which is claves Soygamu 2. The key of order 
prium oficun ard decency, fo to (peak : by which the circumftances of Gods 
eff verbun Dei Worthip and all fuch particulars in Ecclefiaftical affairs, as are 
predicare P not deter mined ia Scripture, are determined by the Minifters 
nifirar difeipli- and ruling Officers of the Church, foas may beft agree to the 
nim Ecclefiafti- generall rules of the word concerning order and decency, avoy- 
camexercere, dingof fcandall, doing all to the glory of God, aad to theedi- 
Miniftros Eccle- tying of one another. Andthisisclavis Aarenns-. 3. The key 
(^ mt of corrective difcipline or cenfures to be exercifed upon the 
clefisicis que fcandalous and obftinate : which is clavis xprmi. q: Adde al- 
circa doffrinam fo the key.of Ordination or miffion of Church-Officers, which 
aut regimen Ee | may call clavis tEenacxh, the authorizing or power giving keys 


clefieinterti- oth Mbit: ; 
.  , Others Caltit miffte oteft ativa. 
dunt , ordinarie P 


slice, cy de, — 3. They differ in their formes. The power of Magiftracy 
‘ritibus adiapbo- 18. e pyivex.zevinth and diem It is an authority or dominion 

ri ad ordinem, exere:fed in the particulars above mentioned, and that in anim- 
decorum a'que mediate favordination to God : for whichreafon Magiftrates 

- ecd are called gods. The Ecclefiaftical power is ewwemw» , ot | 
nentibus, Cano- darovi, OF — imuvepuyó Onely. It is mecrly Minifteriall and | 
nes fe leges Ec- Steward-like, and exercifed in an immediate fuburdination to | 
clefiafticas con- Fefus Christ , as King ofthe Church, andin his name and ac-- 
fitere. Y. Ge- thority. 


doa e ep 4. They difrintheir ends. The füpreme end of Magi- 
dos. Dike- (tracy is onely the glory of God, as King of Nations, and as 
tur Chriflire- exercifiag dominion over the inhabitants of the earth: And in 
genumadguod that refpect.the Magiltrate is appointed to keep his Sudjects 
hue. ie within the bounds of external obedienceto the moral Law, the 
«a mis obligation whercoflyeth upon all Nations, and all men, The 
mundans que  Íüpreme end of the Ecclefiaftical power, is either proximus 
gladio corporali or remsorus. Theneereltand immediate end is the glory of 7e- 
in adminiftratio- fus Chri, as Mediator and King of the Church. The more re- 
MUS — meteendis the glory of God, as having all power and authority 

"m in. 
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im heaven and earth. You will fay , Mult not then the Chrifti- 
an Magiftrate intend the glory of fe/ss Chrift , and to be fübfer- 
vient to him as heis Mediator and King of the Church? Cer- 
tainly he ought and muft ; and Cod forbid but that he fhould 
do fo. Buthow? not gaa Magiftrate , butgza Chriftian. IF 
yeu fay to me again, Muft not the Chriftian Magiftrate intend to 
be other wife fübfervient to the Kingdom of efus Chrift as Me- 
diator, then by perfonal or private Chriltian dutics, which are 
incumbent to every Chriftian ? Ianfwer, no doubt he ought 
to intend more, even to glorifie }e/ws Chrift in the adminiftra- 
tion of Magi(tracy. Which that you may rightly apprehend, 
and that I be not mifunderítood, takethisdiftinction. Itis al- 
together incumbent to the ruling Officers of the Church, to in- 
tend the glory of Christ as Mediator, evenex maturarer, inre- 
gard of the very mature of Ecclefiafticall power and govern- 
ment whichhath no other end and ufe fer which it was inten- 
ded and inftituted, but to be fubfervient to the Kingly office of 
Jefus Chrift inthe governing of his Church upon earth (and 
therefore /ublata Ecclefia perit regimen Ecclefiaflicum, take a- 
way the Church out ofa Nation, and you take away all Eccle- 
fiafticall power of government, which makes another diffe- 
rencefrom Magiftracy , as we fhall{eeanon. ) But the Magi- 
ftrate though Chriftianand godly, doth not ex watsrarei , in re- 
gard of the nature of his particular vocation , intend the glory 
of fefus Christ as Mediator, and King of the Church : but in 
regard of the common principles of Chriftian Religion, which 


do obligeevery Chriftianin his particular vocation and (tation . 


(and fo the Magiftrate in his) to intend that end. All Chriftians 
are commanded that whatever they do in word or deed, they do. 
all in the name of the Lord e/ms, Col. 3. 17. thatis, according 
to the will of Cbr; , and for the glory of Chrift : And fo a 
Marchant, a Mariner,a Tradefman, a School-matter, a Captain, 
a Souldier, a Printer, and in a word, every Chriftian in his own 
place and (tation ought to intend the glory of Chrift , and the 
good of his Church and Kingdom. Upon which ground and 
principle , if the Magiftrate be Chriítian, it is incumbent to 
him fo to adminiíter that high and eminent vocation of his, that 
Chrift may be glorified as King of the Church , and that this 

r) iua King- 
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Kingdom of Chrift may flouri(h in his Dominions, ( which 
would God every Magiftrate called Chriftian did really intend.) 

So then the glory of Chrift as Mediator and King of the Church; 

is to the Miniftery both finis operit, and finis operantis. To the 
Magiflrate , though Chriftian , itisonely finis operantis ; That 
is, itis the end of the godly Magiftrate, but not the end of Ma- 
giftracy :: whereas it is not onely the end of the godly Minifter, 
but the end of the Miniftery it felf. The Minifters intendment 

of this end,flowes from the nature of their particular vocation. 
Fhe Magiftrates intendment of the fameend, flowes from the 
nature of their general vocation of Chriftianity , acting, gui- 

ding, and having influence into their particular vocation. So. 
much of the fupreme ends. 

Now the fubordinateend of all Ecclefiaftical power, is, 
that all who are of the Ghurch, whether Officers or members, 
may live godly, righteoufly, and foberly inthis prefent world, 
be kept within the bounds of obedience to the Gofpel, void of 
all known offence toward God, and toward man, and be made 


to walk according to the rules delivered to us by Chrif and his 


Apoftles. The fubordimate end of the Civil power is, that all 
publike fins committed prefumptpoufly againít the moral Law,. 
may beexemplarly punifhed, and that peace, juftice, and good 
order may be preferved and maintained in the Common- 
wealth, which doth greatly redound to the comfortand good 
of the Church, and to the promoting of the courfe of the Go- 
{pel :. For thisend the Apoftle bids us pray for Kings, and all- 
whoare in Authority(though they be Pagans,mach more if they- 
be Chriftians) that we may. live under them a peaceable and quist: 
life in all Godline(fe and Honefty : t Tim.2,2. He faith not fimply,. 
that Wwe may live in Godlineffe and Honefl y, but that we may both: 
live peaceably and quietly , and alfo live godly and honeftly : 
which is the very fame that we commonly fay of the Magi- 
ftrate , that he is Ceflor utrin(4, Tabule. Heis totake fpeciall 
care that all his Subjects be made to obferve the Law of God, 
and live not onely in moral honefty, but in Godlineffe, and that 
fo living, they.may alfo enjoy peaceand-quictneffe. More parti- 
cularly ; the end of Church cenfures is, that men may beatha-. 
med, humbled, reduced torepentance-, that their {pirit a 
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be faved in the day of the Lord. Theend of civil punifhments 
inflicted by the Magiftrate is, That juftice may be done accor- 
ding to Law , and that peace and good order may be maintained. 
in the Commoen-wealth ,.as hath been:faid. The end of de- 
livering Hymeneus and: Alexander to Satan, WaS, . that. they may 
learn not to blafpheme, 1 Tim.1. 20, Eraftus yeclds to Beza,. 
pag. 239. thatthe Apoftledoth not fay Us non poffint blafphe- 
mare , that henceforth they may not be able to fin as they did before 
( which yet heacknowledgeth to be the end of civil punifh- 
ments, ) but that they may learn not to blafpbeme. Wherefore 
when he expounds Yva 74s/$25 , to no other fence but this, 


That the Apoftle had delivered thofe two to be killed by Satar,. 


Ut non poffint , that they may not be able to blafpheme fo any: 
more; juft asa Maftgirate delivers a theef from the gallows ,. 
that he may not beabletofteal any more, and (as he tels us. 
fome fpeak ) that he may learn to {teal no more: He is herein 


confuted, not onely out of the Text, but out of himfelf. So- 


then, the end of Churck-cenfures is iva. mudevSon, that the of- 
fenders may learn or be inftruéted to do fo no more; which: 
belongeth to the inward man or foul. The end of civil punifh- 
ments is, Uet nsn poffint (as Eraftus tels us) that the offene- 


ders may not be able or " leaft (being alive and fome way free), 


may not dare to do the like , the {word being appointed for a 
terrour to them who do evil, to retrain them from publike: 
and punifhable offences, not to work upon the fpirit of their 
mindes, nor to eff: the deftroying of the fizhh by mortificc-. 
tion, that the fpirit may be fafe in the day of the Lord; 

The fifth difference between the Civil and: Ecclefiaftical: 
powers- isin refpect of the effets. The effets of the Civil. 


power are Civil Laws, Civil punifhments, Civil rewards. The- 


effects of the Ecclefiaftical power, are Determinations of Con-- 
troverfies of Faith, Canons concerning Order and Decency in 
the Church, Ordination or Depofition of Church-Officers , 
Sufpenfion from the Sacrament, and Excommunication. The 
powers being diftin&t in their nature and cafes, the cffz&s 
mult needs be diftin& , which flow from the a€tuating and put- 
ting in execution ofthe powers. I do not here {peak of the ef- 


fects of the Ecclefisftical power of Order ,. the difpenfing of the 
- Dd3 °° Word. 
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Word asd Sacraments 3 out of the cth éts of the power of Ju- 
riídiction or Government , of which enely the Controver- 
fic is. 

Sixthly : The Civil power hath for the obje& of it s Com, 
the things of this life, matters of Peace, War, Juftice, the Kings 
matters, and the Countrey-matters, thofe things that belong to 
the external man: But the KEcclefiaftical power hath for the 
object of it, things pertaining to God, the Lords matters, as - 
they are diftinét from Civil matters, and things belonging to 
the inward man, diftinct from the things belonging to the out- 
ward man. This diffrence Protctant Writers do put between 
the Civil and Ecclefiaftical powers. Fr. Junius Ecclefiaft. lib.3. 
cap.4. faith thus : We have put into our. definition humane things 
to be the fubjetl ef Civil administration : but tbe fubjett of Eccle- 
frastical adminiftration, we have taught to be things Divine and 
Sacred, Things Divine and Sacred We call both thofe which God 
commandeth for the fanttificatton. of our minde andconfcience , as 
things necefjary s and alfo thofe which the decency and order of the 
Church reguireth to be ordained aud obferved , for the profitable and 
convenient ufe of the things which are neceffary: For example, 
Prayers , the administration of the Word and Sacraments, Eccl.- 
fiastical cenfure , are things necefary and effentially belonging to 
the Communion of Saints: but [ct dayes , fet bours, fet places , 
fafts , and the like , belong to the decency and order of the Church 
Gc. But humane things We call [uch as souch the life , the body, 
goods and good name, as they are expoundedin the fecond Table of 
the Decalogue z for thefe are the things in Which the whole Civil 
adminiftration flandeth, Tilen, Synt. part. 2, diff. 32. tels us to 
the fame purpofe , That Civil Government or Magiltracy ver- 
fatur circa res terrenas © hominem externum Magistratus , 
faith Danaus Pol. Chrift. lib. 6.cap. 1. instituti funt a Deore- 
rum humanarum que hominam [ocietai neceff aria funt , respeta, 
Cr ad earum curam. 


If it be objected , How can thefe things agree with that 


-= which hath been befere by us acknowledged, that the Civil 


Magiftrate ought to take {pecial care of Religion , of the confer- 
vation and purgation thereof, of the abolifhing idolatry and 
fuper&ition ; and ought to be Gastos utrinfque Tabule, of s 

l | rt, 
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firt, as wellas fecond Table? Lanfwer, That Magiltrates are 
appointed, not onely for Civil Policy, but for the confervation 
and purgation of Religion, as is expreffed in the Confcffion of 
Faith of the Church ot Scatdend, before cited, we firmly beleeve, 
as a molt uadoubted truth. But when Divines make the object 
of Magiltracy to be onely fuch things as belong to this lifeand 
to humane fociety , they do not mean the object of the Magi- 
ftrates Care (as if he were not to take care of Religion; ) but 
the o5j:& of his Operation. The Magiftrate himfelf may not 


aflumethe adminiftration of the keys, nor the difpenfing of 
Church-cenfüres; he can but pani‘h the external man with ex- 


ternal panifhments. Of which more after wards. 

The feventh difference ftands in the Adjunéts: For rz. the 
Ecclefiaftical power in Presbyterial or Synodical Affemblies , 
ought not to be exercifed without prayer and calling upon the 


Name ofthe Lord , Mattk. 18.19. There is no fuch obligation ` 


upon the Civil power , as that there may be no Civil Court of 
Juftice without prayer. 2. Indivers cafes Civil Jurifdiction 
hath been and is in the perfon of one man: But no Ecclefia(ti- 
cal Jurifdictionis cominitted to one man, but to an Affembly 
in which two at leaft muft aeree in thething, as is gathered 
from the Text lat cited. 3. No private or fecret offence ought 
to bé brought before an Ecclefiaftical Court , except in the cafe 
of contumacy and impenitency , after previous admonitions: 
This is the ordinary rule, not to difpute now extraordinary 
exceptions from that rule. But the Civil power is not bound 
up by any fuch ordinary rule : For I fuppofe, our oppofites will 
hardly fay (at leaft hardly make it geod ) that no- Civil injury 
or breach ef Law and Julticc, being privately committed, may 


be brought before a Civil Court , except firlt there be previous - 


admonitions, and the party admonifhed prove obftinate and 
impenitent. 

The eighth difference ftands in their. correlations. The Cerre- 
latum of Magiftracy is people embodied in a Common-weaith, 
ora Civil corporation. The Correlatum of the Ecclefiaftical 
power is people embodied in a Church , or Spiritual corpora- 
tion. The Common-wealth is not in the Church, but the 
Church is inthe Common- wealth , that is; One is not there- 


fore. 
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fore in or of the Church, becaufe be isin or of the Ccmmon- 
wealthy of whichthe-Church isa part; but yet every one that 
sa Member of the Church, is alfoa Member of the Common- 
wealth, of whichthat Church is a part. The Apoftle diftin- 
.guifheth thofe that are witbobt, and thofe that are within in re- 
ference to the Church, who were notwithltanding both forts 
within in reference to the Common-wealth, 1 Cor. 5. 12, 13. 
The Correlatum cf the Eccleüaftical power may be quite taken 
away by perfecution, or by defection , when the Correlatum of 
the civil power may remain. And therefore the Ecclefiaftical 
and the civil power do not fe mutuo ponere c tolere. 

Ninthly : Thereisagreat difference in the ultimate termi. 
nation. The Ecclefiaftical power can gono further then Ex- 
communication, or (in cafe of extraordinary warrants, and 
when one is knownto have blafphemed againít the holy Ghoft) 
to Anathema Maranatha. If one be not humbled and reduced 
by Excommunication, the Church can do no more, but leave 
him tothe Judgement of God, who hath promifed to ratifie in 
Heaven, what his Servants in his Name , and according to his 
Will, doupon Earth. Salmafins {pends a whole chapter in 
confutingthe Point of the coactive and Magiftratical Turif- 
di&ion of Bi(hops, See Walo Adeffal. cap.6. He acknowe 
ledgeth in that very place, pag. 455, 456, 459, 462. that the 
Elders of tbe Church have in common the power of Ecclefia- 
ftical Difcipline, to fufpend from the Sacrament and to ex. 
communicate, and to receive the offender again upon the evi- 
dence of his repentance. But the Point he afferteth is, That 
Bifhops or Elders have no fuch power as the Magiftrate hath, 
and that if he that is excommunicate do not care for it, nor fub- 
mit himfelf, the Elders cannot compel him. But thetermina- 
tion.or wo ufque of the civil power, is moft diff:rent from 
this, It is unto death, or to banifoment, or to confi/cation of goods, 
or toimprifonment. Bzra7. 26. 

Tenthly: They differ in a divided execution. Thatis, the 
Ecclefiaftical power ought to cenfure fometime one whom the 
Magi(trate thinks not fit to puni(h with tempor: or civil pu- 
ni(hments: And again, the Magiftrate ought to punifh with 
the temporal Sword , one whom the Church ought not to cut 


off 
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off by the Spiritual Sword. This difference Parens gives, Ex- 
plic. Catech. quaft. 85. art, 4. and it cannot be denied: For 
thofe that plead moft for Liberty of confcience,and argue againft 
all civil or temporal punifhments of Hereticks, do notwith- 
ftanding acknowledge , that the Church whereof they are 
Members ought to cenfüre and excommunicate them, and doth 
not her duty except fhe do fo. The Church may have reafon to 
efteem oneasan Heathen and a Publican that is no Church- 
Member , whom yet the Magiftrate in prudence and policy doth 
permitto livein the Commor-wealth. Again, the moft no- 
torious and fcandalous finners , blafphemers, murtherers, 
adulterers , inceftuous perfons , robbers, &c. when God 
gives them repentance, and the fignes thereof do appear , the 
Church doth not binde but loofe them , doth not retain but re- 
mit their fins; I mean minifterially and declaratively. Not- 
withítanding the Magiftrate may and ought todo Juftice accor- 
ding to Law, even upon thofe penitent finners, i" 
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CHAP. V. 
Of a twofold Kingdom of Fefus Corift z 


a general Kingdom , as. be is the. 
eternal Son of God ,. the Head of 
all Principahites and’ Powers , 
raigning over all creatures: and a. 
particular Kingdom, as be i Me- 
diator , raigning over the Church. 
anely,. 


the civil Magiftrate his Vicegerentthip, andthe holding 
of his Office of and under and for Jefus Chrift as he 
is Mediator , hath a neceffiry coherence with, and dependance 
upon another Controverfie concerning a twofold Kingdom of- 
Jefus Chrift ; one, ashe isthe eternal Son of God, raigning - 
together with the Father and the holy Ghoft over all things; 
and fo the Magiftrate is his Vicegerent , and holds his Office of 
and under him : another as Mediator and Head of the Church, 
and fothe Magiftrate doth not hold his Officé of and under 
Chrift as his Vicegerent. Wherefore before" come to that 
Queftion concerning the origination and tenure of the Magi. 
[trate's Office, I have thought good here to premife the enoda- 
tion of the Queftion concerning the twofold Kingdom of Jefus 
Chrift. Itisadiftinction which Mafter Huffy cannot endure , . 
and 


T He Controverfie which hath been moved concerning 
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and no marvel; for it overturneth the‘ foundation of his opi- 
nion. He looks upon it as an adfurd aflertion, pag. 25. Shad he 
have one Kingdom as Mediator , and another as God? He quar- 
relleth all that I faid of the twofold Kingdom of Chrift , and 
will not admit that Chrift as Mediztor is King of the Church 

onely, pag. 25, 26, 27, 35,36, 37. | 
The Controverfie draweth deeper then he is aware of : for 
Socinians and Photintans finding themfelves puzzled with thofe 
arguments which ( to prove the eternal Godhead of Jefu s 
Chrift) weredrawn from fuch Scriptures ss cai bim God, 
Lord , tke Son of God; alfa from {uch Scriptures -as afcribe 
Worfhip and Adoration to.him; and from the Texts which 
afcribe to him a Supreme Lordfhip, Dominion, and Kingdom 
over all things: ( For this hath been ufed as one Argument for 
the Godhead of Jefus Chrift and his confubdftantiality with the 
Father. The Father raigns , tbe Son raigns, the holy Gheft vaignr. 
Vide lib. Ifaaci Clari Hispani adverfus Varimadum Arianam: ) 
Thereupon they devifed thisanfwer, That Jefus Chrift in re- 
{pect of his Kingly Office, and as Mediator , is called God, and 
Lord, and the Son of God, (of which fee Fest. Honzij Speci- 
mn Contrav. Belgic. pag. 24. Fonas Schlichringins contra Meif- 
nerum pag.436. ) and that in the famerefpect heis worfhipped, 
that in the fame refpect he is King, and that tbe Kingdom which 
the Scriptureafcribeth to Jefus Chrift, is onely as Mediator 
and Head of the Church, andthat he hath no fuch Univerfal 
Dominion over all things as can prove him to be the eternal 
Son of God. This gave occafion to Orthodox-Proteftant- Writ- 
ters, more fully and diftin&ly to affert the great difference be- 
tween that which the Scripture faith of Chrift , as he is the cter- 
nalSon of God ; and that which it faith cf him , as he is Me- 
diator: and particularly to affert a twofold Kingdom of Jefus 
Chrift, and to prove from Scripture, that befidcs that King- 
dom which Chrift hath as Mediator, he hath another King- 
dom over all things which belongs to bim onely as heis the 
eternal Son of God.  Thisthe Socizians to this day do contra- 
dict, and(tifly hold that Chrift bath but one Kingdom, which 
he exerci'ethas Mediator over the Church, and ip fomerefpect 
over all things ; but by no means they admit that Chrift as God 
Ee 2 raigneth 
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raigneth over all things: But our Writters {till hold up againft 
them the diftin&ionof that twofold Kingdom of Jefus Chrift, 
See Stegmanni Photinianifmus Diff.27. quaft.6. The fame di- 
(tin&ion of the twofold Kingdom of Chrift, as God, and as 
Mediator, isfrequently to be found in Proteítant Writers. See 


` S$ynopf. par. Theol. Difp.26. thef. 53. Gomarus in Obad.verf.ult. 


The late Englifh Annotations on 1 Cor, 15,24. and many 


m g. others. Let ° Polanus {peak for theret. Scealfothe famedi- 
Re- {tinction cleared and a(ferted by Mafter Apolonius in his Fus 


grim Chrifli vel Majeftatw circa facra , part.1. pag.33. & feq. 


naturale eft, vel 


donzivum. Regnum Chrifti naturale eft quod C briflus a natura babet , effque communis totim Dei- 
tatis (sc. Hes Regnum eiiam univerfole dicitur , quia eft fimpliciter in univerfa. At Regnum 
Chrifti donativwn eft qued Chriftus traditum a Patre ut Say3pux@- accepit Cyc. Hoc Regnum. 
ef preprium C brifti , quod ut Rex Mediator obtinet in perfona fua : ac Regnum etiam fingulare di- 
citur quia eft peculiare in Ecclefia Gc. "Utque naturale Regnum obtinet jure nature , quia eft natn- 
ralis filius Dei Patris: ita donativum Regnum obtinet jure donaticnis. 


The Arguments to prove that diftin&ion of the twofold 
Kingdom of Chrift , are thefe : 

Firt, Thoíe Kingdoms of which the one is acceffory and 
adventitiousto the Son of God, and which, if it were not, 
the want of it could not prove him not to be God: the other 
neceffarily floweth from his Godhead, fo that without it he 
were not God; are moft different and diftin& Kingdoms, But 
the Kingdom of Chrift as Mediator, and the Kingdom of Chrift 
as he is the eternal Son of God, are fuch. Ergo: If the Son 
of God had never received the Office of Mediator, and fo fhould 
not have raigned as Mediator , yet. he had been the natural Son 
of God ; for this could not be a neceffary confequence, He is 
the natural Son of God, Therefore he is Mediator :. for he had 
been the natural Son of God, though he had not been Media- 
tor, and-though man had not been redeémed. But if you fup- 
pofe that the Son of God raigas not as God with the Father 
and the holy Ghoft , from everlafting to everlafting, then you 
muft needs {uppofe that he is not the natural and eternal Son of 
God. 

Secondly, Thofe Kingdoms of which the one is proper and 
perfonalto Jefus Chrift God-man ;, the other is not proper and 
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perfonal, but common to the Fether and the holy Gholt, are 
moft different and diftin&t Kingdoms. But the Kingdom of Je- 
fus Chrift as Mediator , and his Kingdom as he is the eternal 
Son of God, are fuch, Ergo: That Kingdom which Chrift 
hath as Mediator, by fpecial difpenfation of God committed 
to him , is his alone properly and perfonally : for we cannot 
fay that the Father raigns as Mediator, or that the holy Ghoft 
raigns as Mediator. But that Kingdom which Chrift hath, 2s he 
is theeternal Son of God, is the very fame confubftantially 
with that Kingdom whereby God the Father and God the holy 
Ghoft do raign. 
Thirdly, Hethat hatha Kingdom which fhill be continued 
and exercifed for ever , anda Kingdom which fhall not be con- 
tinued and exercifed for ever, hath two diftin& Kingdoms. 
But Jefus Chrift hath a Kingdom which fhalt be continued and 
exercifed for ever, namely , the Kingdom which he hath as 
theeternal Son of God ; and another Kingdom which fhall not 
be continued and exercifed for ever, namely, the Kingdom (P) Syne. pur. 
which he hath as Mediator. Ergo: The eternity of the one a A 
Kingdom is not doubted of : But that the other Kingdom fhill Toh C S ) 
not be for ever exerciled , that is, P that Chrift fhall not for ever fuum quque 
raign as Mediator, is proved from 1 Cor. 15.24, 25. Mafter Sceptrum Me- 
Huffey pag. 35, 36,37. goeth abontto anfwer this Argument , datorem few 


which he confefleth to fay fomething: and indeed it faith fo e NN 
ei * cs damas . 4 madimria dict- 
much, that though he maketh an extravagant éxception , tur, ur impe- 
( Doth it appear , laith. he , that the Kingdom that be foal lay KNEE 
down to God his Fath:r , isnot over all the world? ) yet he plain- ™" eadem glo- 
. lyyeelds the Point , which I was then proving. Chrift , faith "^ 77 MajJ-flate 
he, inthe day of ]udgement [ball lay down all the Office of Media- fuss eae o 
tor foip. I hope he will not fay that Chrift (hill lay down at eternum exer- 
the day of Judgement that Kingdom which he hath'as theeter- ceat. Zach.Ur- 
nal Son of God. So then I have what I was feeking, that Chrift finus Tom. 1. 
hathone Kingdom as Mediator , another as the eternal Son of 5977 s n Em 
God. And whereas Mafter Huffey holdeth that Chrift as Me- | Regana Po 
diator raigns over all things as the Vicar of his Father, we glorificationem 
fhall fee anon the weakneffe of his Arguments Brought to prove Ecclefie, id eft, 
it. Mean while, Fask, Whattken is that’ Kingdom which oe facere 
belongs to Chrift as the eternal'Son of God’, and’ which! fhall C ia 
EU not 
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not be laid down, Eut continued for ever? Let him think on 
this Argument , Whatfoever belongs to that Kingdom which 
fhall be continued for ever , and (hall not be laid down atthe 
day of Judgement, doth beleng to Chrift, not as Mediator, 
tutastheeternal Son of God, But the general Power and Do- 
minion, by which Jefus Chrift exerciftth Soveraienty over all 
creatures without exception , doing to them and fulfilling up- 
on them all the gocd pleafure of his Will , belongs te that 
Kingdom which fhall be continued for ever, and (hall not be 
laid down at the day of Judgement. Ergo : That general 
Power and Dominion by which Jefus Chrift exercifeth Sove- 
raignty over all creatures without exception, doing to them and 
fulfilling upon them all the good pleafure of his Will; doth be- 
long to Chrift, not as Mediator, but as the eternal Son of Gcd. 
And thus I makea tranfition to another Argument. s 
. Fourthly, Hethat hath a Kingdom adminiftred by andin 
Evangelical-Ordinances, and a Kingdom adminiftred by his 
Divine Power, without Evangelical Ordinances, hath two 


_ d@rent and diftinét Kingdoms. But Jefus Chrift hath a King- 


dom adminiftred by-and in Evangelical Ordinances, and a 
Kingdom adminiftred by his Divine power , without Evarge- 
lical Ordinances. Ergo: Doth not Jefus-Chrift raign ovet 
the Devils and damned Spirits by his Divine Power , referving 


them in chains of darkneffe to the Judgement of the great day ? 


But will Mafter Huffey fay that Chrilt raigns over the Divi 
and damned Spirits as Mediator or by the fame Kingdom by 
which he raigns in his Church by and in his Ordinances? T herc- 
fore we muft needs fay , That Chrift hath one Kingdom as the 
eternal Son of God , another as Mediator. 

Fifthly , Hethat hatha Kingdom in fubordination to God 
the Father, and as his Vicegerent ; and another Kingdom 
wherein heis not fubordinate unto, but equal-with God the Fa. ` 
ther, hath two moft different Kingdoms. But Jefus Chrift 
hath a Kingdom in füberdination to God the Father, and an- 
other Kingdom wherein heis not fudordinate unto, but equal 
with God the Father. Erge: The Kingdom which Chrift 
hathas Mediator doth (inregard of the Office of Mediator- 
fhip ) conftitute him ina fubordination to his Father, whofe 
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Commandments he executeth , and to whom he givesanac- 
count of his Miniftration. So tha: though he that is Mediator, 
being the eternal Son of God, 3s equal with the Father; yetas 
Mediator, he is not equal with che Father , but fubordinate to 
the Father, which our Divines prove from thefe Scriptures, 
Jfai-43.X. Behold my fervant, Jo, 14.38. My Father i greater then 
I. 1 Cer.11. 3. The Headof Chrift is Gos: In the fame con- 


fideration as Chrift is out Head, God is Chrifts Head , namee- 


ly, as Chri(t is Mediator. But that Kingdom which Chrift 
hath as he is the eternal Son of God, he holds it not ina fub- 
ordination to God the Father ; but as being confudftantial with 
his Father, and thinking it no robbery to be called equal with 
Ged: Sothat in this confideration, the Father is not greater 
then he.. Mafter H»ffzy pag. 37. faith of Chrift, in refpect of 
the Government which he hath as Mediator , He # asst Were 
the Vicar of bis Father. I hope he will not fay fo of that Go- 
vernment which Chrift hath as the eternal Son of God. And 
pag. 27. he holds that Chrift as Mediator is fubject.to God; 
B nt in the confiderationthat Chrif ts the fecond perfon of Trinity , 
fo be is not inferior to God th: Father. So thathe himfelf cannot 
but yeeld my Argument. 


Sixthly:, If.Chrit hath.a Kingdom in time difpenfed and: 


delegateto him , and unto which he was anointed, and hath 
another Kingdom which is not delegate nor in time difpenfed , 
nor he anointed to it; but doth neceflarily and naturally ac- 
company the communication of the Divine nature to him by 
eternal generation: then he hath two moft different Kingdoms, 


one as he is Mediator ; another as heis the eternal Son of God. . 


But Chrift hath a Kingdom in time difpenfed and delegate c. 
If you fpeak of Chrift as Mediator , God hath made him both 
Lord and Chrift, 46.2. 26. but as he is the eternal Son of God 
he isnot D ominus fatus ; -heis not made Lord and King, no 
more then he is made the natural Son of God. When the Píal- 
mift {peaketh of that Kingdom which Chrift hath as Mediator, 
he tels us of the anointing of Chrift. P/. 45. 6.. The Scepter of 
thy Kingdom is aright Scepter: verl.7. Thy God bath anointed 
thee With the oyle of gladneffe: But we cannot fay that Chrift was 


anointed to that Kingdom, which he hath as the eternal Son of 


God, | Seventhly, 
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| Seventhly , 1f theScripture holds forth a Kingdom which 
Chiift hath over all creatures, and another Kingdom which he 
hath over the Church onely ; then it holds forth the twofold 
Kingdom which I plead for , and which Mafter Ha fey denieth. 
Bat the Scripture holds forth ec. Chrift as heis God over all, 
bleffed for ever, Row.9.5. exercifeth Soveraignty and Domi- 
nion over all things, even as his Father doth, P/al.1 15.3. Dan. 
4 34,35. for his Fathcr and he are one. But as he is Mediator, 
his Kingdom is his Church onely , and he is over bis own Honfe, 
Heb. 3. 6. You will fay the word onz/y is not in Scripture. T 
anfwer: When we fay that Faith onely juftifieth, the word 
oncly isnot in Scripture, butthethingis. Juft fo here: For, 
fit, David, Solomon, and Eliakim were types of Chrift the 
King. Now Davidand Solomon did raign onely over Gods 
people as their Subjects , though they had other people tribu- 
taries and fnbdued : So doth Chrift raign over the Honfe of 74- 
cob onely , Luk.1.3 2,33. The Lord [ball give unto bim tbe Throne 
of his Father David , and be foall raign over the boufe of Jacob for 
ever, 1f21.9.7. Of the encreafé of bis Government and Peace 
there hall be no end, spon the Throne of David and upon bis Kinga 
domtoorderit. Ifa, 21. 22. 1 Will commit the Government into 
bis band , and he foall be a Father to the Inhabitants of Jerufalem, 
and to the honfe of Judah , and the key of tke boufeof David wil 
I lay upon his fhoulder. 2. It was foretold and applied tothe 
Church and people of God asa proper and peculiar comfort to 
the Church, that Chrift was to come and raign asa King: 
Ifai, 9. 6. Uto us a Child is born , unto us a Son ws given, and 
the Government [ball be upon his fhoulder. Zech.9.9. Rejoyce 
greatly O Daughter of Zion: Shout O Daughter of Jerufalem: 
Behold T HT KING cometh unto thee. Matth. 2, 6. One of 
thee foall come a Governour that foall rule my people Uracl. 3. The 
Jews did generally underftand it fo, That the ALeffias was to be 
the Churches King onely, which made Pilate fay to them, Shall 
I crucifie your King ? And hence it wasalfo, that the wife men 
who came toenquire for Chrift , faid , Where zs he that $a born 
King of the Jews? Matt. 2.2. : 
Eighthly , That very place Eph. 1. 21,22, 23. from which 
Malter Coleman drew an Argument agairft us, doth -— 
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hold forth a two-fold fupremacy of 7e; Chrift, one over all 
things, another in reference to the Church onely which is his 
body, his fulneffe, and to whom alone he is head , according to 
that Text : OF which moreafterwards. 
Ninthly , The Apoftle Co. 1. doth alfo diftinguifh this 
two-fold preeminence , fupremacy , and Kingdom of 7c/z4 
Chrift: one, which is univerfal, and over all things, and which 
belongeth to him as he is the eternal Son of God, verf.15.16.17. 
` Wao $5 the Image of the Invifible God, the firft born of every crea- 
ture : For by bim were all things created that are in Heaven , and 
that are in carth, vifible and invifible, whether they be Thrones, or 
Dominions, or Principalities, or PoWers : all things Were created 
by bim and for bim. nd be is before all things , and by him all 
things confifl. (3) Another which is ceconomicall and par: (q) Caly. ia 
' ticularin and over the Church, and this he hath as Mediator : Col. 1.18. | 
. verl 18. Andheis the bead of the body the Church 3 Whois the P “o es 
beginning , tbe firft born from the dead , that in al things be might p p^ 4 
have the preeminence. That verf. 18. he fpeaketh of Christ as feruit, degue 
Mediator,is not controverted. But Mr. Haffey pag. 35. would fummo ejusin 
fain make it out (if he could) that Christ as Mediator is {poken omnes creaturas 
of, verf. 15. 16. 17. The Apoftle indeed in that which went be- PP hme 
fore did fpeak ot Chris? as Mediator. Butthefcopeof thefe gue jen 
three verfes is to prove the God-head of 7e/s Chrift. Yea, Mr. ad&ccleftam fpe- 
Huffey hinfelf yeeldeth, that as God and not as Mediator he did ‘ant. Innomine 
create the world. How can he then contend that the Apoftle d is alti plura 
fpeaketh here of Chrif? as Mediator? and why doth hefind fault aa oe 
with my expofition that the Apoftle fpeaketh here of Chrift aS mun, meojuai~ 
Ged? Do not our Writersurge Col. x. 16. 17. agatnft the Soci- cio, de guberna- 
nians and Photinians , to prove the eternal God-head of Pe/zes !!one loquitur. 
Chrift , becaufe by him all things were created, and he is be- 
foreall'thinos. See Stegmanni Photiniani/mus diff. 5. Qraf az. 
| Becmanus Exercit. 4. and Exerc. 8. Where you may fee , that 
the Adverfarics contend (as Mr. Haøffey doth) that the Apoftle 
verf. 15. 16. 17. doth not {peak of the perfon of Feus Christ, 
‘proving him-to be true God ; but that he {peaks of Christ as Me- 
~ diator or in refpect of his Office, and of that dominion which 
O Christ hathas Mediator (So foxas Schlichringins contra Meifner. 


pag. 469.) and that verf, 15.16.17. afcribeth no more to Chrift, 
viet FF than 
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than verf, 18, But ecianus an{wering falius , diftinguitheth 
the Text as I do = for which Analyfis I did formerly cite Beza, 
Zanchius, Gnualtber, Bullinger; Toffanus, M. Bayxe,befide diverfg 
other. ButI have found none that underftands the Text as Mr, 
Ha fey doth,except the S:ctzians aud Phetinians, who do not ac- 
knowledge that: Christ hath fuch an univerfall dominion and 
Lordthip over all things, as God the Father , but onely that he 


- ruleth overall things, as Mediator. 


Now for anfwer to that which Mr. Haffey pag. 26. 27. al- 
ledgeth , to prove that Chrift as Mediator reigneth over all 
things, Firft, he tells us ont of Diodati that Christ is head ofthe 
Church, and King of the Univerfe, and out of Calvin, that the 
Kingdom of Chrift is over all, aud filleth heaven and earth: But 
who denieth this ?- That which he had to prove, is, that Christ 
as Mediator, is King of the Univerfe, and as Mediator his King- 
dom is fpread over all: and when he hath proved that; he hath 
another thingto prove, that the univerfality of-Chrisi; King- 
dom as heis Mediator, isto beunderfítood not onely in an Ec- 
clefiaftical notion, thatis, {o faras all Nations are or fhall be 
brought under the obedience of the Gofpel ; but alfo in the noti- 
on of Civil Government, that is, that Chrift reignes as Media- 
tor over all creatures, whether under òr without the Gofpel:s . 
and that all Civil Power, Principality, and Governinent what- 
ioever in this World , is putin Chrifs hand asMediator. If 
therefore he.will.argue , let him argue fo , as to conclude the - 

oint.. 
à The next objection he maketh, is from Heb. 1.2. Chrift as . 
Mediator is made Heir of af things. 

, ButIanfwer, Cbrift is Heir of all things... r. as theeternall - 
Son of God; in the fame refpect as it is faid of Chrift in the next 
words of the fame-verfe , that he madethe world : and thus he 
may be called Heir of allthings by.nature, even as Col. 1. 1$. . 
he is-called: the firft borne of everycreatare. 2. Meis heir of 
all things as Mediator , for the Heathen and all the-ends of the 
earth are given him-for an inheritance, P/a/. 2. 8. but thatas 
onely Church-wife, he fhall have a Catholique Church gathe- 
red out of all Nations,and all kings ard people,and tongues,and . 
languages fhall be made to ferve-him. . 

e ii Moreover : 
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Moreover Mr. Huffey obje&tethfrom Heb, 2, 8. and 1 Cor, 
15.28 that God hath put all things under Christs feet as he is 
Mediator. 4/W. As this is not perfectly fulfilled in this World, 
but will then be fulfilled when Chrif fail have put down all 
rule and all authority, ana power : {oin the meafure and degree 
wherein it is fulfilled in this World , it concerneth not men 
onely , but all the works of Gods hands , Heb. 2.7. Thos 
crownedft bim with glory and honour, aud didst fet him over the 
Works cf thy bands. Whichistakenout of the eighth P/alme, 
verf. 6. 7. Thou baf put all things under hes fect, all [Deep and oxen 
Cc. Now how is it that the Apoftle applyeth all this to Chrif ? 
How doth Chrif rule over the bealts, fowles, filhes? Calvin in 
I Cor. 15. 27. 28. anfwereth, dominatur ergo, ut omnia ferviant 
ejus glorie. Hervuletb, fo as all things may ferve fer Lis glory. So 
then, all things are put under Chriffs fect as heis Mediator, 
both in regard of his excellency, dignity, and glory unto which 
he is exalted far above all the glory of any creature; and in re- 
fp.& of his power and over-ruling providence whereby he can 
difpofe of all things fo as may make moft for his glory. But it 
isa third thing which 4/7. Ha ffey hath to prove, namely , that 
Christ as Mediator exercifeth his office and government over all 
men as his Subjects, and over all Magiftrates as his Deputies, 
yea over all things, even over the reafonleffe creatures ; for by 
his arguing, he will have Chri} as Mediator to governe the 
fheep, oxen, fowles, and fi(hes : aJ things as wellas al perfons 
being put under Chrifts feet. Butin the handling of this very 
argument Mr. Haffey yeclds the caufe.Ged is faid ro put all things 
under bim, faith he, whereby it is implyed that all things Were not 
under him, before they were put under him s. bur asthe fecond Per- 

Jonin Trinity, fo notbing could be faid to be put under bim, becaufe 
they Were in that refpe£& alwaies under kim. Is not this all one 
for fabftance with that diftinction formerly cited out of Pola- 
nus, of atwo-fold Kingdom of Chrift, one natural; ashe is 
the fecond Perfoninthe Trinity , another donative, as he is 

Mediater? . 
. Laftly, Mr. Haffey argueth from Phil, 2. 8.9. 10. Chrif as 
Mediator is exalted to havea name above every name, that at the 
name of efi every knee may bow. Anfw. Here is indeed a 
| Ff2 ‘ dignity, 
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dignity, glory, and power , aS Diodati faith, above all things, but 
“et not a government or kingdom, as Mediator : for thofe who 
mut bow the knee to Chréiff,arenot onely things is beaven, 
that is, Angels, and things iz earth, that is, men, bnt alfo things 
sender the earth, that is, divells, yet divells are none of the Sub- 
jects of Chrifts kingdom as he is Mediator. | Therefore this 
Text proves not a Head-fhip or Government overall, ( which 
Mr. Huffey contends for ) but a power over all. 
_ I will hereanticigate another objection, which is not mo- 
ved by Mr. Huffey. ‘It may be obje&ted from 1 Cor. 11. 3. that 
the bead of every man is Chrift. Yanfwer, 1. Some undere 
{tand this of Chrift as God, and asthe Creator of man. And 


-if it be faid that the latter claufe the bead of Chrift is God , is 


meant of Chrift as Mediator, and not as God : yet Martyr tells 
us out of Chry/o/tome, that all thefe comparifons and fubordina- 
tions inthis Text, are not to be taken in one and the fame fence. 
3. I grant alfo that Chrif may be called the head of every man, 
not onely in refpect of his God-head, but as Mediator, that 1s, 
the head of every manin the Church, not of every man in 
the World: for the Apoftle fpeaks, de ordine divinitus faxcito 
in Ecclefe corpore myftico,as Mr. David Dickfone (an Interpres 
ter who hath taken very good pains in the Textuall tudy of 
Scripture) faith upon the place. I fhall clear it by the like 
formes of fpeech. Fer. 30. 6, Wherefore do 1 fee every man With 
his bands on his loyns? Lake 16. 16. The Kingdom of Gedis 
preached, : and every man preffeth antoit. 1 Cor.13, 7.1 he manife- 
ftation of the Spirit is given to every man to profit withal. Heb. 
2. 9. fefus did tafe death for every man. Yet none of thefe pla- 
ces are meant of every man in the World, 3. Yeainfome 
fence Chrift, as Mediator, may be called the head of every man 
in the World, that is, in refpect of dignity, excellency, glo- 
ry, eminence of place, quia im boc fexn ille fupra onmes eminet, 
faith Gwalther , or becaufe no man hath parity or equality of. 
honour with Chrif & So Martyr and Hannins. The Englifh 
annotations fay , that Chrift isthe Head of every man, in a$ 
much as be is thé fief begotten among many ‘breheren. Which belt 
agreeth with my fecondanfwer. — . u^ 
But for taking off all thefe, and for preventing of other ob- 
jections, 
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jeCtions, that one diftinction will fuffice, which I firt pave 2 


in examining Mr. Coleman: Sermon. Inthe Mediator Jefu: 
ChriflthereiS 1. Jzwox s or Ea dignity, excellency, honour, 
glory, fplendor. 2.AJy4,u, his mighty power, by which he 


is able to do in heaven and earth whatfoever he will. 3. Bammeg: 


his Kingdom , and Kingly-office or government. Which three 
as they are diftinguifhed in God , Thine is the Kingdom, and the 
power, and tbe glory : Why not in the Mediator alfo ? In the firft 
tworefpects, Chrift as Mediator is over all things, and fo over 


all men, and fo over all Magiftrates, and ll they in fubjection. 


tohim. — But inthethird refpect the relation is onely between 
Chrift and his Church, as between K ing and Kingdom. So that 


the thing in difference, is that which Mr. Hv ffzy hath not pro~- : 


ved, namely, that Chrift as Mediator doth not onely excell all 
things in glory , and exercife a fapreme power and providence 
over all things, for his own glory, and his Churches good (nel- 
ther of which is denied ) but that he alfo is as Mediator , King, 
Head, and Governor of the Univerfe, and hath net onely the 
government of his Church, but all Civil government put in his 


hand. When Adr. Haffey pag. 28. faith that I denyed pag. 41«- 


what this diftinction yeeldeth, namely, that Chrift as Mediator 
exercifeth acts of divine power in the behalf and for the good of 
his Church , itis a calumny : for that which I denied pag, 43. 
was concerning the Kingdom, not the power : my Words were 
thefe. But as Mediator he is onely the Churches King, Head, and 
Governour, andhath no other Kingdom. — Yeahimfcf, pag. 26. 
fpeaking to thefe wordsof mine , noteth that I did not fay, 
that as Mediator he hath ro fuch power. How commeth 
it to paffe that he chargeth me with the denying of that , 
v himfelf but two pages before had obferved that I denie 
it not M" 

Well, but pag. 43, hedefires from mea further clearing 


of m: diftin&ion, Kingdom, power, and glory, and that I will: 


thew from Scripture, how it agreeth to Chrif. I (hall obey 


his defire : though it was before eafie to -be underítood , if^ 
he had been willing enough to‘underkand. |. Ss/ozzon did 
excell all the Kings of the earth in wifedom , riches, glce - 


ry, and hononr,.2 Chron. 1: 12. and herein he was a type 
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of Corift , Phal. 89. 27. 1 will make bim my firft born, high- 
er then the Kings of the earth : But as Solomon was ontly 
King of J/rael , and was not by effice or authority of Gc- 
vernment , a Catholique King over all the Kingdomes of 
the World , nor all other Kings Solsssons Vicegerents, cr 
Deputies : So7ef»w Christ as Mediator is oncly the Churches 
King, andis not King or Governour of the whole World, 
nor Civil Magiftrates his Vicegerents , though he excell them 
all in dignity, glory, and honour. Again, David did fubdue 
by power diverfe States, Provinces,and Kingdoms, and make 
them tributary. But was David King of the Philistines , and 
King of the Afoabites , and King of the Syrians, and King of 
the Edomites , becaufe he {mote them and fübdued them, 2.54. 
8. Nay it is added, in that very place verf. 15. Aad David 
reigned over all Ifrael , and D avid executed juftice and judgement 
unto all bis people. (And this is one argument to prove that thofe 
fubdued and trieutrary Territories, were not properly under 
the government of Ifrael , becaufe Ifracl was not bound to 
extirpate Idolaters out of thofe lands, but onely out of the ho- 
ly land. | Sce Maimonides de Idolel. cap. 7. (cl. 1. with the an- 
notation of Dionyfius Voffius. ) So Chri who was fet upon 
thethrone of David, doth as Mediator, put forth his divine 
and irrefiftible power in fubduing all his Churches enemies, ac- 
cording to that P/al.2.9.T bou (halt break thems With a rod of iron, 
thou fhalt dafb them in peeces like a Potters veffel. Rev. 17. 14. 
The Lamb foal overcome them, for bets Lord of lords , aud King 
of kings. But this vis major, thisreftraining fubduing power 
makes not Chrift, as Mediator , tobe King and Governour, not - 
onely of his Church, but of the whole World befide. Yea the 
power of Chrift is over all things , as well as all perfons, over 
all beaks, fowles, and fifRes; Heb. 2.7. 8. compared with 
Pfal.8.7. 8. Yea his power is over divells, meant by things un- 
der the earth, Phil. 2. 10. Wherefore it cannot be faid , that 
Chrift as Mediator, is King, Head, and Governour of all thofe 
whom he excelleth in glory , or whom he hath under his 
power , to de with them what he will. It is a ftrange 
miftake.when Mr, Høfey pag. 43. objecteth againft this 
ditin&ion , thata Kingdom without power and glory, is 

a nomic 
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right and authority to governe , where there is little either 
power or glory. But this is nothing to my diftinction , 
which doth not fuppofe a Kingdom without power and glo- 

, nor yet power and glory without a Kingdom , but 
onely that the Kingdem and Government isnot to be exten- 
ded to all thofe whom the King excelleth in glory ( for 
then one King that hath but little glory , fhall be ‘fudject-to 
a King that hath much glory : ) or over whom the. King 
.exercifeth a&s of power ,-( for then the King fhallbe King 
to his and his Kingdomes enemies ) [ verily beleeve that 
this diitin&ion rightly apprehended , will difcover the great 


miftakes of that fuppofed univerfall Kingdom of Chri(t, as- 


Mediator, reigning over all things ; andthe Civil Magiftrate 
as his Vicegerent. M d 


CHAP.. 


a nominall empty thing. . Surely there may be a Kingly É 
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CHAP. VI 


Whether Jefus Chrift, as Mediator 
and bead of the Chw ch ; hath placed 
the Chriftian Magiftrate to bold and 
exec te bis Oftice under «nd fo- bim, 
as bis Vicegercnt. The eA rot- 
ments for the Afhrmative difcuf- 
Jed, 


R. Haffey is very angry at my diftin@ions and arge- 

ments which I brought againft Mr. Colmans fourth 

rule, infomuch that in his Reply to me , he fpendeth 
very near two parts of threeupon this matter, from pag. 16. 
to 44. having paft over ficco pede much of what I had faid of 
other points in difference. Come now thercfore and let us try, 
his ftrength in this great pcint. He holdsthat Chrift as Me- 
diator hath placed the Chriftian Magiftrateunder him, and as 
his Vicegerent , and hath given him commiffion to govern the 
Church , whichif he or any man can prove from the Word 
of God , it will go far in the decifion of the E:aftian contro- 
verfie : though this is not all which isincumtentto the Erafti- 
ans to prove, for as I firft replied to Mr. Colemans fourth rule, 
the Queftion is, whether there be not fome other government 
inftituted and appointed by 7e/»s Chrijt to bein his Church be- 
fide the Civil Government : and xf it (hould be granted that 
Chrift even as Mediator hath committed ; delegated and m 

ead —' 
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ted Civil Government in his Church , yet they muft further 
preve, that Chrift hath committed the whole and fole power 
of Church-Government to the Magiftrate, acd fo hath ft io 
fhare of Government to the Miniltery, But I can by no means 
yecld that fo much contended for Vicegerertfhip of the Chrifti- 
an Magiftrate, and his holding of his Office of and under Chrift 
as he is Mediator. 

Mr. Coleman in his re-examination pag. 19. was fearful] to 
fet his foot upon foflippery ground. He was loth to adventure 
upon this aflertion , that Magiftracy is derived from Chrift as 
Mediator by a Commiffion of Deputation and Vicegerentfhip 
( which yet did nec¢Marily follow uponthe fourth rule which 
he had delivered in his Sermon ) Wherefore he made a retreat 
and held him at this, That Adagiftracy is given to Chrift to be 
Serviceable in bis Kingdom. But out teps Mr. Huffey and bold- 
ly averrsa great deal more : I much miftake if he fhall not be 
made either to make a retreat as 24r. Coleman did » or to do 
worfe. : , 

Firft of all, this part of our Controverfie is to be rightly fta- 


ted. The Queftion is not. x. Whether the Magiltrate be 


Gods Deputy or Vicegerent, andas God upon earth; for who 
deniesthat? Nor 2, Whether the Magiltrate be Chrifts De- 
puty as Chrift is God, and as he exercifeth an univerfall domi- 
nion over allthings , as the Father and the holy Ghoft deth. 
Herelikewife I hold theaffirmative. Nor 3. Whether the 
Chriftian Magiftrate be ufefull and fnbfervient to the Kingdom 
of Jefus Chrift, even as he is Mediator and Kingof the Church; 
for in this alfo I hold the affirmative, that is , that as every 
man in his owne calling, parents , mafters, fervants, mar- 
chants , fouldiers 8c. being Chriftians, fo the, Magiftrate in 
his eminent (tation, being a Chriftian , is obliged to endeavour 
the propagation of the Gofpel , and the goed and. benefit of the 
Church of Chrift. But che Queftion is, Whether the Chrifti- 
an Magiftratebe a Governour in the Church Vice Chrifti , inthe 
room and tead of Jefus Chriftasheis Mediator. Or ( which 
asall one ) Whether the rife, derivation, and tenure.of Chri- 


ftian Magiftracy be from Jefus Chrift under. this formall confi- ` 


deration , as heis Mediator and head of the Church. Or( which 
4 |» Gg í m 1S 
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is alfo the fame ) whether Jefus Chrift by vertue of that au- 
thority and power of Government which as Mediator, and as 
God-man, hereceived of the Father, hath fubftituted and gi- 
ven commiffioón to the Chriftian Magiftrate to govern the 
Church in fubordination to him , as he governeth it in fubordi- 
nation to his Father. In all thefe 44r. Huffey is for the afirma- 
tive, I am for the negative. Let us hear his reafons. Firft pag. 
16. Heargueth from my conceffion. A Chriftian Magiftrate 
isa Governour in the Church, faid Z4r. Coleman , This under- 
tood fano fenfu T admitted. Now- faith: At. Huffey, If tbe 
Church be Christs Kingdom, furely [uch as govern in it , muft 
receive commiffion from bim. Which commiffion faith he, mult 
bein this forme, Chriftthe Mediator, King of his Church,doth 
appoint Kings and Civil Magiftrates to govern under him. Let 
him find thiscommiffion in Scripture, and I fhall confeffe he. 
hath done much. Neither doth any fuch thing follow upon my 
Goncefiicn. For 1. Itisenethingtogovern inthe Church, 
another thing to govern the Church : Chriftian parents, ma» 
fters of Colledges, and the like, are Governours inthe Church, 
that is, being within, not'wititout-the Church, yet as Parents 
or maltersthey are not Church-Governours. 2.I can alfo‘admit 
that the Chriftian Magiftrate governeth the Church ; and if this 
had been the conceflion, which is more thenthe other , it could 
not have helped him, Forhow doth the Magiftrate govern the 
Church? not 444a Church, but gaa 2 part of the Commons 
Wealth , aslearned Salmafius diftinguifheth , Appar. ad lib. de 
primat, pag. 292. 300: For the Common-wealth is not in the 
Church, butthe Church in the Common-wealth , according 
to that Rev, 2. The Church in Smyrna, the Church in Pergamms, 
the Churchin Thyatira, And fuppofe all that are members of 
the Common- wealth to bealfo Church-members, yet in an u- 
niverfall-fpread of the Gofpel, the Churchis governed by the 
Magiftrate as it is a Common-wealth, not asitisa Church, E- 
very foule muft be fübje& to the higher powers , Church-Offi= 
eers, Church-meinbers and all, butthe i zuzzy 444 tale , and 


zF ë quo ad , isnot any Ecclefiaftical or {piritual ,.but a hu- 


maneandcivilrelation. But whereas Afr, Haffey addeth that 
the Gofpel is the Law by which Chrift will judge ail he hala 
x) | ell T 
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of all the world be under the Law of Christ , then the K ingdom of 
Christ mafl næds reach over all the World : his proofes are meer 
miftakes: he cites 2. Thef. 1. 7. 8. Chrift fhall come ix fla- 
ming fire, to take vengeance en all them that know net God, and 
that obey not the Gofpel of eur Lord fefus Chrift ; but in that place 
they that obey not the Gofpe!, are thofe difobedient perfons to 
whom the Gofpel was preached : He cites alfo Kom, 2. 16. 
fudge all the Yoorld according to my Gofpel : but the Text faith not 
fo; it faith, the fecrets of men, not.all the World. Wherefore 
as the Apolile there faith of the Law verf. 12. fo fay I of the Go- 
fpcl, as many as have finned without the Gofpel, fhal! alfo pe- 
rifh without the Gofpel; and as many a$ have finned under the 
Gofpel, fhall be judged by the Gofpel. 
. Secondly, He draweth an argument the ftrength whereof 
is taken from Pal. 2..8. Ask of me and 1 [ball give thee the Hea- 
then for thine inheritance, andthe uttermoft parts of she earth for 
thy poffeffien : andftom x Tim. 6.15. our Lord Jefus Chrift is 
faid to be King of kings, and Lord of lords = Jefus, Chrift being 
names that agree to him onely as Mediator. . 
Anfw. Chrift a$ Mediator hath right to the whole earth, 
and all the kingdoms of the World, .not as if all government 
(even civil) were given to Chrift (for in this kind he governeth 
net fo much as any part of theearthas heis Mediator ) which 
was the thing he had to prove : but it is meant onely of his fpi- 
ritual kingdom, which is not of this world, and in this refpect 
alone it is, that Chrift as Mediator hath right to the government 
of all Nations, he hath jus ad rez , though not is re. As for, 
that title King of kings, and Lord of Lords, it may be under- — 
tood two waycs. iun. as Chrift is the. eternal and natural 
Son of God,the eternal wifdom ef Ged,by whom Kings reigne, 
and Princes decree juftice, Prov. 8. 15. 16. whichis {poken of 
Chrift, as he was the Fathers delight , and as one brought up 
With hina before the foundation of the World : Zbid. verf. 32. to 
30. Neither can the names of Jefas and Chrilt prove that what 
isfaid there muft needs be meant of him as Mediator, mark how 
well grounded Adr. Hzffeysargumentsare. Jefus fate at meat 
, in Simon the Pharifees benfe. Luke 7. 37. Jefus wept for Lazarus 
becanfe helovedhim, Jobn 11.35.36. Mutt we needs therefore 
i aa iy 
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fay, that as Mediator he fate at meat in the Pharifeeshoute, and 
as Mediator he wept for Lazarus? Coriffisthe Son of David, 
Marth, 22. 42. Mult we therefore fay that as Mediator he is the 
Son of David? Chrift is God over alf, ble[fed for ever. Rom 9.9. 
Muft we therefore fay that thisis meant of Chrift onely as Met 
diatór? What is more ordinary then toufe the names of Jefus 
and Chrift when the thing which is faid is meant in reference to 
one of the natures? Secondly, Chrift is Kizg of kings, and Lord 
of lords, even a$ Mediator : notin Mr. Hufeys fence, as if 
Kings had their commiffion from Chrift, and did reigne iñ his 


ftezd , as he is Mediator; butin thefence of the Hebraifme,. 


Vanity of vanities, that iS, moft vain; holy of holies that ts, mof? hos 
ly; fo King of kings, and Lord of lords, thatis, the moft excel- 


lent glorious King of all others: theexcellency, fplendor, di- 
gnity, and maj fy of Kings may be compared without any fub-. 


ordination. Drufius Preterit. lib. 8. upon this very place 
which Afr. Huffry obje&eth, faith that this forme of fpeech, 


King of kings, and Lord of lords, was taken from the Perfians. 


and Affyrians, who called a great King, Kingof kings, and 
Lord of lords, 
` Thrdly, The Kingdém of Chrift faith Mr. Huffey, t as 


ample as bis Prophecy ; but the Prophecie of Christ is extended to 


all Nations, as may appear by the comms‘ ffion, Go teach all Nations. 
But 1. I throw back the argument; Chrifts Kingdom and his 
Prophecie are commenfurable : therefore as his prophecie is not 


— s&uilly extended to all Nations, except fucceffively, as the Go- 
{pel commethamong them , fo his Kingdom, as he is Médiator,: 


is extended no further then the Church , not to all Nations. 
2. Hisargument therefore is a miferable fallacy a diGo fecandum 
quid ad ditum fimpliciter, Chrifts prophecy is extended to all 
Nations fucceffively, and whén the Golpel comes among them, 
therefore his Kingdom is fimply extended to all Nations, and is 
not bounded within the Church onely. 

Fourthly, He tells us pag. 17.if kings neay be called holy , if 
their Offices may be accounteahely Offices, or not finful , they maf 
be held eff and under Chrift, Anf¥. If hemean holy in oppofiti- 


onto civil, humane, worldly, fecular, I deste the office of kings a . 


to beholy; if he meanholy in oppofition to finful, unlawfulun- 
i ; aa holy. 
E 
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holy (as it feems he doth ) then I confeffethe office of Kings is 
lawful not finful, and themfelves are holy when fanctified : but 
this proves not that they hóld their offize of and under Chrift, 
more then carters or coblers hold their office of and. under 
Chrift : I am far from making a paralel between the Magiftrate 
and thefe: but chis I fay, 44r. Hujfeys plea for the Magiítrate is 
no other than agreeth to the. And where he addeth out of 
Calvin, Kings have place in the Church , and flock of Chrift, 
and are not fpoiled of their Crown and Sword that they maybe X 
admitted into the Church: this in reference to the conclufion 
he driveth at, is nomore than if he had argued thus, carters and 
coblers have place in the Church and flock of Chrift, and are not. 
neceffitated fo quit their fecular calling that they may be admit- 
ted into the Church of Chrift; therefore they hold their offices c£ 
and under Chrift. | 
Fifthly, Heargueththus, Thar Office which Chrift hath 
declared tobe of God, and bounded and limited in bis Gofpel, that 
Office zs held under Chri ft as Mediator : But the Civil Magiftrate 
. afo, Ro. 13. 4. 

Anfw. 1. His propofition is moft falfe , and will never 
be proved. 2. If this argument hold good, then the Pagan 
Mapiftrate holds his office under Chrift as Mediator (for of fuch 
Magiltrates then in being, the Apottle meaneth , Rom. r3.) So- 
that either he mult recall what he faith here, or what he faith af- 
terward, that the office of the Pagan Magiltrate is finful and 
unlawful. 3, By Mr. Halfeys medium, one might prove that 
fervants hold their office under Chrift as Mediator, becaufe he 
hath declared their office to be of God , and hath bounded and: 
limited the famein his Gofpel. Epb. 6. 5 6,7,8. 

-  Sixthly, ‘He faith they bethe fame perfons that are under” 
Chrift, 'and under the Maciftrate , and further, Chrifti ends and 
the Kings endsarebothone, Y Tim. 2.2. that we may lead a guia- 
bt and peaceable life in all god lineffe and bonzfty. ‘Now either the ` 
office of the Mediators Kingdom is {uperior,or inferior, or’ coe- 
ordinate, inréferencetothe Maeiftrates office... ae Ss 

Jfufi. T- "Very often they are not the fame perfons that 
are ander Chrift, and under the Magiftrate. For 1 Cor. 5: 11, .— 
12, the Apoftle diftinguifheth thofe that were within, orthofo — 
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that were called brethren, from thofe that were witbost , both 
were under the Megiltrate , both were not under Chrift ; and 
now the Jews in diverfe places are under the Chriftian Magi- 
(trate, not under Chzift, 2, The end of Chrifts kingly office, 
and the end of Magiltracy are {o different, that to fay they are 
the fame, is to offer indignity and difhonour to Jefus Chrift. 
Kings are indeed appointed, that we may live under them a qui- 
et and peaceable life in all godlineffe and honclty : But herein he 
hath an(wered himfclf pag. 29. tke civil Magiflrate may require 
of the people , that they will attead upon the means, out of natural 
Principles, Deum efe & colendum. More of the ends of Ma- 
giftracy I have fpoken before , whether I remit him. Theends 
of Chrilts Kingly Office are quite another thing; namely, to 
deftroy all our {foules enemies, Satan, theficíh, the wicked 
world , death, to putall his enemies under his feet; to fend 
out his officersand minifters for the perfecting of the Saints, 
for the work of the miniftery , for the edifying of the body of 
Chrift , to govern his people by his Word and Spirit , and te 
keep them by the power of God through faith unto falvation, . 


3. Thecompariton between Chrifts Kingly office as Mediator, 


and the Magiltrates office, is neither tobe drawn from fuperio- 
rity and inferiority, nor co-ordination ; for they are difparata, 
and differ toto gemere. — . 

And now I {hail proceed for methods fake to examine other 
four Arguments from Scripture , upon which Alr. Hulfey 
(though he dothnot joyn them to the former fix ) afterward 
layeth no fmall weight for upholdingthat opinion, that the 
Magiftrate holds kis office of and under Chrift, as he is Mc- 
diator. 

The feventh argument therefore fhall be that which he draw- 
eth from AZatrh. 28.18. pag. 25. Whereunto I havetwe ana 
{wers, according to two different applications of that Text. 
When Chri(t faid Ad power 2 given unto me in heaven and in 


earth, it may be underftood either as he is Mediator , or as he is 


the fecond perfonin the bleffed Trinity , theeternall Sonne of 
God. So when the Ubiquitaries would prove from that 
place the reall communication of Divine omnipotency to the 
humane nature ef Chrift, our Divines anfwer , the Text. mey 
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be under(teod either of Chrifts perfon, God-man, oras he is 
the natural Son of God. Se: Gomarus upon the place. Now 
take the Text either way,it proves not what Afr. Hisffey would. 
Let it be underftood -cf Chrift as God-man, „and as Mediator, 
( whichis the moft promifing fence for bim ) yet it cannot 
prove that alLpower without exception, and all government 
as well witboutus Within the Church, as well feeszar as. Eccle- 
fiaftical., is putin Chrifte hand as he is Mediator , and that the 
civil Magiltrate holds his office of and under Chrift : but the 
fence mult be (7) All power which belongs to the Mediator, (ry diss 
and all authority which belongs to the gathering and governing Valentii. com- 
of the Churchis giventome : for we muft needs expound his ment. in 
meaning as himfelf hathtaughtus : Jobs 18.36. Luke 12.14, Thom. tom.z. 
We mult not fay that any fuch power is given to him, as bim. dp: 1- qu2t. 
felf denieth to be given to him, namely, civil power and Ma. 3; le 
giftracy... Wheretore Martin Bucer in his Scripta Anglicana, mnem potefta- 
pag. 273. doth rightly referre thefe words, AU power 1s given tem, fecundo ine 
unto me in heaven and in earth, tothehead de Ecclefie economia, telligamus ibi 
and makes this Text paralel to 7obw20.21, 22,23. -As my Fa er c a. 
ther hath fent me, even fo fend I you, Gc. Whofe foever (ins yere- li os 
mit, ec. andto Matth. 16.19. I will give unto thee the Reyes neceffariam qui- 
of the kingdom of Heaven: and what(ocver thou foale bind on earth, dem Chrifte ad _ 
Jhal be bound in heaven , and Wbat(oever thou fhalt loofe on earth, eHEernandam 
Shall be loofedinheaven. And thisis the mam teana all authority 27” pud n 
or power in heaven and ineatth , which is meant. Matth. 28. am, tum : ie 
18. Which is further confirmed by the Syriack, which readeth ubi oft caput (t. 
thus verfe18. Al power ts given unto me in heaven and in earth; rex angelorum; 
but as my Father hath fent me, even fo.fend I you. Verf. 19..Goe tum in terra, ube 
therefore teach all Nations :.So reftricting the fence to be in refe- “tin yf f 
rence to the Church onely, and excluding civil government and r É caput d 
Magiltracy , from which Chrift had before excluded his Apo- fiti erfat nom 
files. Medina inzertiam Partem, quasi. 59. art. 4. holds the #2 /equi quod 
fame thing, that the context and cohefion of verf. 18. and verf. mo: "s 
19. provcs the Kingdom of Chril to be meerly fpitituall. dram Mediaa 


ticam. Medina 
ere =- ipi L- | pud ' in tertiam par- 
tem, quæft. so. art. 4.. Dicendum quad omnis poteflas C auctoritas tribuenda eft. Chrifto ,. fi tomen - 
diectny frt ad ficium redermpiionis ; at quod fuerit rex tempera!js totius orbis minime decuit Chriftum; 
si idque iflam auBoritatem non ascepit. > MUS qun T oe 
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But 2. The Text will fuff.r yee a furcher reftri@tion,namely 
that all power in heaven and in earth is faid to given unto Jefus 
-Chrift, as he is the eternal Sonne of God , and that both in re- 
fpc& of the eternal generation b, which the God-head, and fo 
all Divine properties ( of which omnipotency is one) was 
from all eternity communicated from the Father tothe Son : 
and in refpe& of the declaration or manifcftation of him to be 
the Son of God with power, when God raifed him from the 
doíd. Avr. Hu ffey faith he is aftonifhed to hear that any thing 
fhould be given to Chrift, as God ; ` Where fitt of all T obferve 
how miferably he mangleth and maimeth my werds asin other 
places, fo here; Heciteth thefe words as mine, That Chrift æs 
be zs eternal God, doth with the Father and tbeboly Ghost veigne 
over the Kingdoms of tbe earth, Gc. and this power Was given 
ec. Itisnot fair nor juft dealing to change a mans words in 
acitation, efpecially when the change is materiall.’ Now here 
are divers changes 1n this paffage. This one oncly I take notice 
of, Ifaid not as he zs eternal God, but as he zs the eternal Sonne of 
God, andallalong in that Queftion I fpake of the Son of God, 
not cffentially , but perfonally , as he isthe Sonne of God , or 
fecond perfor in the Trinity , and fo the God. head and all the 
attributes and properties thereof, arecommunicated to him 
from the Father by the eternal Generation ; andasthe Nicene 
Creed faid he is Deus de Deo , Lumen de Lumine , God ef God, 
Light of Light. Y ask therefore Afr, Huffey , What do yon 
mutter here? Speak it out , Doeyou hold that Jefus Chrilt is 
notonely i5432;, butvacan,os, not Onely effentially, but perfo- 
nally guriseG-, that heis not onely ex feipfe Dens , but ex feipfo 
filius ? If this bethe thingyou hold , then you oppofe me in- 

‘deed , but fo as you fall into a blafphemous herefie, that Christ 
as he js the eternal] Sonne of God , hath not all power in 
in Heavenand in Earth , but onely as he is Mediator, be- 
caufethat power isgivento him, and nothing can begiven to 
Chriftas he isthe eternall Sonne of God, but onely as he is 
Mediator , by your principles : But if your mean- 
ing be no more then this , that Chrift confidered 445555; 1nre- 
fpe& of the very natureand effence of the Ged- head, is 4075349 
not God of God , but God of kimfelf, and that fo nothing ca " 
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faid to begiven to him : then why have you dealt fo unchari- 
tably as to (uppofe me to be herein oppofiteunto yous; when I 
plainly fpske of the eternal Son of God vmsumer in refpe& of 
the perfonality or relation of filiation, or as he isthe eternall 
Son of Ged, in which fence I yet averre confidently , that al 
power in heaven and earth may be faid to begiven to Jefus 
Chrift, as he is the eternal Son of God by eternal genera- 
tiov. 

Yadded, that all power in heaven and earth may be faid to 
be given to Chrift as he istheeternal Son of God, in another 
refpect , namely in refpect of the declaration thereof at his re. 
farrection. To this Mr. Huffy replieth, that to hold any thing 
foould be given bim that foould concern bis God-head at the time of 
his refurretlion, 14 more monftrous. Then hath Gomarus and Qa 
thers given a monftrous anfwer to the Ubiquitaries, yet they 
clear it by Avguftines rule , aliquid dicitur fieri quanda incipit 
parcfiers. Isit any more ftrange then to fay that Chrift was be. 
gotten that day whem he was raifed from the dead A. 13. 33. 
The Son of God had in obedience to kis Fathers will, laid afide 
and relinquifhed his divine dominion and power when he took 
upon him theforme of afervant ( which I faid before, but it 
fcems was not confidered by Mr. E»ffey ) now at his refurre- 
&ion the Father reftoreth with advantage that formerly relin- 
quifhed Soveraignty. 

But headdeth, that it AZatr.28, 18. be not underítood of 
Chrift as Mediator , then be bad no authority as Mediator to fend 
his Apoftles : for it followeth Go ye therefore and preach : from this 
authority here [poken of, is the authority to preach the Gofpel. 

Anfw. Not to ftand upon the want of the particle; tbere- 
fore, in diverfe Greek coppies : I admit of thecohefion and de- 
pendance of the words, thus. Chrift being to give a commiffi- 
on to the Apoftlesto goand preachthe Gofpel to all Nations, 
he firft anticipateth a great objection , which might arife in the 
Apoftles minds ; They might think, how fhall we be able to 
carry the Gofpel through the Nations ? We fhall have all the 
powers of the world againftus. To remove this fear, he faid, 
All power i given unto me in heaven and in earch, as if he had faid, 
Do you beleeve that I who fend you out, am the Sen of the li- 
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ving God? Tnen know afluredly , that my divine power and 
foveraignty fhall be for you , aed I will fo over-rule all the Kings 
and Potentates and States of the World , as may be moft for my 
glory and your good; fear not therefore, but go and preach to 
allNatioas. — ; 

Ard fo much of that Text Matth. 28.18. Salmeron. üpon 
the place draws from it Chrifts domirion even in temporall 
things (as Mr. Huffey doth)and thence he deriveth the tempo- 
rall power of the Pope as Chrifts Vicar over the Kings and 
Kingdoms of the World. So Suarez in tertiam partem Thome 
difp. 48. fe. 2. Gamachbams in tertiam partem Thoma, D uafl.22. 
yet fomeof the Papifts them felves are afhamed to defend Chrifts 
dominicn in temporall things (except as God onely) itappear- 
in to them fo far contrary to other Scriptures. 

Billarmine himftlt lib, $. de Pont. Rom. cap. 4. confefieth that. 
Chrift as he did not execute any Temporall dominion, fo he 
neither had nor received fuch power and authority :. thereupon 
heinferreth that the Pope whom he calleth Chrifts Vicar and. 
Reprefentee on earth, hath not any Temporal dominion dire&- 
ly, but indirectly, and is oraine ad {piricwalia. Lappeal alfo to. 
Salmeron in another place where hefpeaks more foundly Tom.. 
4. part! 3. Tratt. 4. pag. 413. he provesfrom Jobn 18. .36. and 
Luke 12. 14. that Chrift had not nor received not any temporal. 
power, and thence inferreth, Cum ergo Christus buju[modi po-. 
refl atem non habuerit , nec Petrs illam tradidit, 

The eigth argument fhall bethat which Mr. Coleman did. 
draw from 1 Cer. 12, 28. to prove that Chrift hath placed in. 
his Church Magiftrates or civil Governments.  Hereunto I had 
made four anfwers. Mr. Bafcy pafleth two of them , which 
he is pleafed to efteem trifles not Worth anfwer. Now the Ga- 
maliel {peaks e cathedra. The other two he offerethto confute,. 
pag. 28, 29,30. 31. Firft, whereas I faid that if by Govern- 
ments in that place be underftood civil Magiftrates , yet the. 
Text faith not that Chrilt hath placed them. Then faith Mr., 
Huffey a fortiori you difclaim by that means any Government. im, 
tkis place as O fficers:under Christ... No Sir, this reafoning ista: 
baculo ad_angulum,. Y hold Church-Officers and Church-go-- 
xernment to beunder Chrift,: and under him 2s. Mediator, and. | 
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K-ng cf the Church, and am ready to prove itagainft any that 
will denieit ;, Butupon fuüppofition, that civil Government is 
meant in that Text, (which [ utterly deny) I had reafon to call 
the affirmer to his proper task , toprovefrom that Text, that 
Chrift as Mediator hath placed civil Government or Magiftra- 
ciein his Church. This was the point it was brought for , and 
Rill I call to make good that proof, for I denie it. It fcemes 
Mr. Hx ffey finds himfelf puzzled to make it out , and therefore 
he faith , if Mr. Coleman Will be ruled by me. fo as Mr. Gilefpre 
Will not urge this for conftitution of Church-Governments , he fhall 
let it goe, Butif it beatruth, Sir you ought to buy it, and 
not fell it : For my part Idare make no bargain of Scri- 
pture. 
My next anfwer was, that the Apoftle (peaks of fuch Go- 
vernonrs , as the Church had at that time ; but at that time the 
Church bad no Godly nor Chriftian Magistrates. Mr. Huffey an- 
fwereth that it cannot be proved that the Apoftle /peaketh of fuch 
Officers as were in the Church in bis time onely, He addeth, 7 pall 
urge [ome few argaments to the contrary. Yo the contrary of what? 
I did not fay that the Apoftle {peaketh of fuch Officers as were 
_ inthe Church in his time onely : but that the Church at that 


- tithe had all thofe Officers whom the Apoftle fpeaketh of. One 


would think that he who cenfureth others fo much for want of 
skill in difpucations, fhould not fo far miftake his mark, But 
we know what he would have faid though he hath not hit it. 
Let us hear his arguments. Firft,he tells us that the word ¢5¢75 
will fiznifie propofsit or decrevit, {o that where we read God hath 
fet in the Church,it may be read God hath appointed to bis Church, 
fo totake in thofe Governments which fhould afterward by 
Gods appointment cometo the Church. He clearsit by Foks 


15.16. At. 19.21. Anfw. Thenthe Apoftle faith no more 


to the Corinthians , then might have been faid to the old world 
before the flood , for if the meaning be that God hath ordained 
and purpofed, all this Text had been true, if delivered is termi- 
nis terminantibus , totheold World , God bath fer fome in the 
Church, firft Apostles, cc. 2. The context fheweth that the 
Apoftle fpeaketh onely of {uch adminiftrations, as the Church 
had at that time, forall this is fpoken in reference to the pre- 
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vcnzing of a Scbifme in the Church of Corinth , and that every 
member of that body might difcharge its owne proper funGi- 
on without ufurping anothers, 3. He confuteth himéelt, for 
he addeth , This cannot be a Catalogne of (uch Officers as are at 
aH times neceff ary to the Church, for then Apoftles might not be 
mentioned, Thereforeit mult be faid, that ¢san inthis place is- 
pofuit ot collocavit. ( according to the more uluall fignification: 
of 45,4, ) and doth relate to that-prefent time, as well as A. 
20, 28, The holy G505t hath made or fet you overfeers SSeretmoxst 
qw; : In like manner here God hath fet (or placed). in the Churchy. 
and fo it will agree both to ordinary and extraordinary officers.. 
But if 23e, be decrevit , then it will referrethe Apoftles, Pro- 
phets, Evangelilts, miracles,to the future eftate of the Church, 
asif they were ordinary Officers to continue inthe Ciurch.. 
4, When ¢oen-fignifieth decrevit , then the thing is not mentio- 
ned, as having anactuall prefent exiltence, buta futurition;fo: 
that when he takes him to the decrevit, he quits the pofuit, and: 
by that means one cannot prove from that Text,that the Church. 
at that time had any of thefe Officers there enumerated :43e5 te 
lates to all that follows , and either it mult be pofiit to themall,. 
or to none of them. 

5. If he had intended to expreffle Gods decree or purpofe- 
to give unto his Church certain Officers, he would not have 
Laid «9l dy $95 bd ee by mh eoo And God bath decreed [ome in the 
Church. Which could make no perfect fence except fome other 
thing werc added. Mr. Huffey might as well expound 4&, 5. 
18: term avri: 6 bres denora , thus, and they decreed them in 
the common prifon. Mr. Hoffey would render the Text thus, .. 
be hath appointed to his Church: If the Text had faid 236555 eyxag- 
dis, he might have rendred it fo, but when the Text faith 2,5 ex-- . 
yanran he mult not render it ro tbe Church, but iu the Church, as- 
AG. 19. 2 1. Ser 6 Tava@ è gm eryevuan , Panl purpofed. in the 
fpirit s. the purpofe was not to the Spirit, but inthe Spie- 


rit. 

The fecond Argument whereby he impugneth that which i- 
fidis this, at that time there Were workers of miracles Vrbich did 
fupply she defect of civil Magsfivates. And here he iofiteth a. 
while to tell us that thee mci a. Nasional. Covenant and civil. 
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Magiftrate may require of the people, that they wil attend upon. 
the means out of natural principles , whichat that time miracles 
caufed mento attend upon. But gzid bec ad Rhombum ? How 
comes this home to that which he undertook to prove ? Andif 
it did, I muĝ fay that the civil Magiftrate is bat little, and & 
National Covenant far lefe beholding to him. — And if the wor- 
kers of miracles did at that time fapply the defec of civil Ma- 
giftrates (I fuppofe he fhould have faid Chriftian Magiftrates)- 
then he muft draw Ghriflian Magiltracy to come in fucceffion 
not fo much to the civil Magiftracy in the Apoftles times 
(which yet was true Magiftracy ) as to the miracles menticacd 
in the Text , and fo bring inthe Chriftian Magiltrate upon the 
ceafing of miracies. Æ fine plea indee& for Chriftian Magi- 
Rracte. à 

Histhird Argument goeth thus , We havein the Text fir&, 
fecond, and third; when the Apoftle fpeaks of thefe which 
' might be liable to prefent view , but then he breaks eff with 
tree , after that miracles , which lafted fomew hat longer shen 
the Apoftlesand Prophets; and laft-we have £j, , and thefe may 
be ordinary gifts, and this 7, relates to helps , Governments s 
that Calvin thinks the helps were fome Officers the Church bath 
loft : But being put both in one cafe without any conjunction copa- 
lative , Why they may wot: (I beleeve he would have fad , why - 
may they not ?- tor the fence can be no other) belong both to one 
thing , andthis £m may not have [oms influence upon the times and 
after age. — nw. If this be his manner » we fhall not much 
feat the dint of his Arguments , when it comes to the Schooles, 
which he calls for. What agreat matter is made of meer ne- 
thing? Firít, he offereth violence to the Text, becaufe if gira 
note polteriority of time,and ordinary gifts,then give, which 
is compounded from £j, muft much rather note the fame thing, . 
and fo we fall have not onely gifts of healing , but miracles - 
too, ordinary and continuing adminiftrations in the Church. 
Next he offereth violence to theGreck language : for when sine: 
and mue fignifie pofteriority , not onely in the enumeration , 
but in the time of exiltence, then theone muft needs fignific a 
prc-exiltenee, andthe other a. polt-exiftence, they cannot be- 
contemporary from their beginnings; yet Mr. Hoffe] will nceds- - 
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have šre before miracles, and again efm before gifts of heal- 
ing, and diverfiries of tongues, tofignifie pofteriority of time, 
thouga he cannot fay that gifts of healing and diverfities of 
tongues were not contemporary but pofterior in time to mira- 
cles, And further obferve that whin the Text rnnsin this or- 
der, firft Apoflles , fecondarily Prophets, thirdly teachers , after 
that miracles , then gifts of healings, exc. Mr. Haffey wall 
make this the fence, that there were Apoftles before prophets, 
there were Prophets before teachers , there were Teachers be- 
fore miracles , there were miracles before gifts of healings, 
& c. ani vice verfa, there were no gifts of healings till after 
there had been miracles, no miracles till after there had been 
Teachers in the Church, &c. evenas Mark. 4. 28. aeg rw firft 
the bladedira then the ear, £j zo after that the ful corn in the ears the 
blade hath an exiftence before the eare , the eare before the full 
corne. So that taking ra and ¿ree in his fence, he muft either 
make out diftin&ly the order of time, or elfe confeffe he would 
make the Apoftle {peak as never Grecian in the world fpake,or 
laftly be content to underftand the Apoftles words of the order 
of enumeration.If the word werirem had been in the Text, that 
- had indeed carried it to pofteriority of time as He. 12.17.but Zire 
(though fometine it fignifieth pofteriority of time, yet ) in this 
place-having reference to fuch antecedents and confequents can- 
not bear his fence.I fee it were no ill fport to examine his quint 
(f£) Caly. ia Arguments if a man had but fo much leifure. 
1 Cor. 12.28. Thirdly, He offereth violence to Calvin , for (!) Calvin 
Autcerte tam (ih that. thefe helps mentioned 1 Cor. 12. 28. were either an 
munus quam > : . 
domum olim fa. ancient gift and office unknown teus now , orit belongs to 
jt, quod nobis ho- Deaconfhip, that is,the care of the poor. And this fecond (faith 
die eft incogni- he) rather pleafeth me. «a fide then, could Mr. Hzffzy affirm 
tum : dut ad di- that Calvin thinks they Were fome Officers that the Church hath loft. 
eomm Fourthly, Whereas he thinks helps, governments, to be- 
ner hoc eff curam : S ic f 
pauperum. Atque Yong both to one thing , there was fome fuch thing once foilted 
hoc fecundam into the Englith Bibles : gymatasus , xuCprhreas, Was read thus, 
mibi magit arri- helps in Governments : but afterwards the Prelats themfelves 
m were afhamed of it, and fo it was printed according to the 
Greek diftin&ly, helps, Govirnments. ~The Syriack addeth a 
copulative, and readeth thus, and helpers, and Governors , fo 
making 
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making them diftin@ cfficers inthe Church. Neither isit any 
unufual thing in the Greek, to put together Nouns in the fame 
cale without any conjunction copulative , when the things 
themfelves fo exprefled are moft different, as Matth. 15, 19. 
Gal. 5. 19, 20, 21, 22, 23. Rom. E 29, 30. 31, | 
“The next thing he brings againft me, is from Epbef. 4. Ite 
where there is noordinary or ftandiug Officer left tous, but 
the Teacher of the Word : here is neither kelp nor government 
but this poor Teacher left alone to edifie the body of Chrift,and 
to perfect the Saints. 4n/w. What Argument is there here»? 
ruling Elders are not mentioned Ephe/. 4. therefore the Govern- 
ments mentioned 1. Cor. 12. are fuch as the Church had not at 
that time. There are diverfe paffiges of Chrifts doctrinejlife, and 
fufi.rings, which are not mentioned by Matthew , yet they are 
mentioned by-7ehz or fome of the other Evangelifts.So if we take 
the primitive platform right, we mult fet the whole beforeus, 
that which is not in one place isin another places The Apoftle 
‘Eph. 4. intendeth onely to’ fpeak of preaching officers who are 
appointed for this work of the Miniftery, to bring ns to unity 
of thefaith and of the knowledge of the Son of God, that we 
be not carried about with every wind of Doctrine, v.12 13514, 
And ifthe Apoftle had intended to-enumerate all Church- ofü- 
cers in that place, which were then in the Church, how comes 
it he doth not mention Deacons which he diftinguifheth from 
Bifhops or Elders? 1 Tim. 3. " 


His laft Argument is, that in thisvery place x Cor. 12. the 


-Apoftle, when he doth again enumerate the particulars verf, 29» 


30. heleaveth out helps, Governments , for which, hefiith, he 
knows no reafon , but becaufe there were none fuch at’ that 
time, and the Apoftle in that induction wasto deal with their 
experience. This (as many other things which he hath) was 
before anfwered to Mr. Coleman. I give this plain reafon for 
the omiffion.of thefetwo. The Apoftle fpezketh to thofe, who 
were not well fatisfied nor contented with their owneftation ix 
the Church , but were afpiring to. more eminent giftswand ad. 
miniftrations, ere al Apostles ? faith he, are all Prophets 2c&c: 
and fo he recKoneth out onely thofe rare and (ingular gifts, which 
inen did moft covet ;. and for-that caufe it was neither neccffary; 
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nor had it been agreeable to the fcope of the Apoltle to have ad- 
ded, areal helps? are all Governments ? But now he pur- 
pofely leaveth out thefe, thereby intimating to the ruling El- 
ders and Deacons of the Church of Cortsts , that they ought 
to be contented with their owne ftation, though they be neither 
Apoflles, nor Prophets.&c. . 
It remaineth therefore that the Governments in the Church 
mentioned 1 Cor. 12. 2€. were fuch Governments as were in 
«the Churchat that time , and therefore not to be underítood of 
Chriftiah Magiftracy : but of Church-Government diftin& from: 
thecivil. ` 
The ninth Argument brought to prove that all Government 
isgiven to Chriftas Mediator, and that tho Chriftian Magi- 
-ftrate holds his office ofand under Chri(t. as the head of Magi- 
“ftracy and Principality , is from Ep£. 1.21,22,23. This Argu- 
ment fitft propounded by Mr. Celeman, is profecuted by Mr. 
Huffey pag. 32, 33. & c. He demurres upon that which I faid, 
-that this place maketh more againít him then for him;the mean- 
ing whereof wasno more then this, that this place doth rae 
"ther afford us an Argument sgainft him , then him againft us. 
Come we to the particulars. My fiit Reply was, The A- 
poftle faith not that Chrift is given tothe Church, asthe head of all 
Principalities and Powers. The Brother faith fo , and in faying 
fo he makes Chrift a bead to thofé that arenot of his body, his 
exception Mr. Hz[fey quarrelleth , but when he hath endea- 
voured to provefrom that Text chat. Chrs£? isthe head of Prin- 
cipalities : becaufe he that is head of all things, isalfo head of 
Principalitics :though he will never be able to make it out from 
that Text, that Chrift (as Médiator) is head of all things , but 
oncly, that he who is the Churches head is over all things ; and 
gave bimto be the head over (not of ) all things to the Church, 
faith the Text, which as I told before , the Syriack readeth more 
plainly thus, and bim whe i over all , be gave to be tbe head to the 
Church.) At laft he fairly gives over the proof. Jt 2s trwe faith 
he, difputations do require men to keep clofe ro termes , but in Cal. 
2. 10. ye bave the very words, bead of all Principality and Power. 
In Col. 2. 10. Chrift as he is the eternall Son of God, is called 
head of all Principality and power ; as we fhall fee anon : os 
: al 
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Ephef: 1. where the Apoftle fpeaketh of Chrifts headthip , in 
referenceto the Church, and as Mediator, he is not called the 
head of all Principality and Power. $e that I had reafon to 
except againft Mr. Colemans argument which made that Text 
E phe. 1. to fay what it faith not. Now what faith he to the 
reafon I added , can Chrift be a head to them that are not of his 
body? Hetellsme the vifible Church is not the body of Chrift, 


but onely the faithfull. He might have obferved the vifible - 


Church confifting of vifible Saints , plainly fpoken of , as the 
bocy of Chrift , 1 Cor,10.16,17. 1 Cor,12,12.14 27. I 
know the vifible Church is not all one with the iavifible and 
myftical body of Chrift ; but he who denyeth the vifible Church 
to te the vifible, political , minifterial body of Chrift, muk 
alfo deny the vifible Church to bethe vifible Church ; for if a 
Church , then certainly the body of Chrift , at leaft vi- 


fibl;. 

j The next thing which I did replie, wasin explanation of 
the Text, which was to this fence. Hethatis the Churches 
head,is over-all, bothasheis the Sonne of God , or as the A- 
poftle faith Rom. 9.5. God over all, bleffed for ever , yea evenas 
man heis over or above all creatures, being exalted to a higher 
degree of glory , majelty , and dignity , then man or Angel 
ever was , er fhill be : but neither his divine omnipotency, 
nor the height of glory and honour which as man he is exalted 
to, nor both thefe together in the Mediator and Head of the 
Church, omnipoteacy and exaltation to glory , can prove that 
(as Mediator ) he exercifeth his Kingly otfice over all Principa- 
lities and Powers, and that they hold of and under him as Mc- 
diator. Mr. Haffey replieth that the Text makes Chrift over or 
above Principalities and Powers, not onely in dignity and ho- 
nour , but as King or Headof them, and that thus we mult 
uoderftand the comparifon , that he % above Principality in 
Principality , Power in Power, Might in Might , Dominion in 
Dominion, This is nothing but a begging of what isin Quefti- 
on : That the Power and Dominion of the civil Magiftrate , is 
eminently in/Chrit as Mediator , and from him -((o confidered) 
derived to the Magiftrate, is that which I deny can be proved 
from that Text ; and lo when he comes to the point of proba- 
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tion , he fuppofeth what he had to prove. My expofition of 

the Text made good fence; For as an earthly Kingis exalted to 

have more power and more glory, then thofenot onely of his 

Subjects , but of another State or Kingdom to whom he is not 

King;.fo the Mediator and King of the Church isexalted to 

power and glory far above all Principality and Power, but is. 
not therefore Head or King or Governor to all Principality and. 
Power, as Mediator. And as my expofition makes good fence- 
of the Text ,. his makes very bad fenceof it. For if Chrilt as- 
Mediator be headand King of all Principalities, powers, and. 
Dominions, then heis, as Mediator, head and King of Heathe-- 
nifh.and Turkifi Principality, Power, might, and Dominis- 
on; and when the Apoltle wrote this to the Ephefians , it muft 

be granted (according to Mr. Hafys gloffe ) that Chrift as. 
Mediator was head and King of the Romane Emperour , and 

that Cefar held his office of and under Chrilt as Mediator ; for if 
head of all Principality, how fhall they except any ? 

I further brought feverall reafons from the Text it felf. The: 
frt was this, The honour and dignity of fefus Christ there Sham 
ken of , hath place not onely in this World, but in that which i5 to 
come(verf.21.) Brut the Kingdom and Government whichis given. 
to Chrift as Mediator , [ball not continue in the Warid to come. 
Mr. Haffey anfwereth pag.41. this is Zgmoratio el-nchs , it follow. 
sth not , that Which belengerhto bina in reference to the World to: 
cow: belengeth not to bim as Atediator, therefore that Governa; 
ment that is given to hing in reference to this World , 1 not given to- 
kimas Mediatore But {till he beggs what: is in Queftion, and 
divideth afunder what the Text coupleth together ,, wor onely in 
this World , but alfo is that Which is to come shereis a rifing. and= 
heightning, but no contradiftin&tion,nothing here of one exal- 
tation in reference to the World to come ,. another in reference, 
tothis World : but that exaltation of Chrift abeve every name 
that is named, (whichthis Text fpeaks of) beginnes in this 
World, and fhallcontinuein the World to come. Calvin.in 
Eph. ©. 21, Seculi autem futuri difertams facit mentionem , ut fi- 
gni ficet non tempor slens e ff: Christi excellentiam, fed eternam.. He 
makes exprefe mention of the World to come, that he may fignifie 
Ghrifts.esscehency not ta be temporal, bnt eternal, This doth well: 
agree... 
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agree tothe dignity, excellency, glory, and honour of Chrift, 
but it cannot be faid that Chrift fhall for ever continue in his 
Kingly Office as Mediator. 

The fecond reafon which I fetcht from the Text, was from 
verf. 22. He bath pat all things under his feet z that is , all things 
except theChurch, faith Zawchiw. Butall things are not yet 
put under his feet, except in refpect of Gods decree; It is not 
yet done actually, Hed. 2. 8. Now Chrift reignes as Mediator 
before all things be put under his feet, not after all things are 
put under his feet, whichisclear 1 Cer. 15.25. AG. 2. 34,35. 
Mr. Hi (fzys reply pag. 41. 42. faith, that the Church is not here 
to be excepted , but Church and all is here put under Chrifts 
feet , which he proveth by Heb. 2. 8. He left nothing that is not 
put under bim, But this cannot be underftood to be actually 
done ; for the next words fay , But now We fee not yet. all 
things put under him: and if not done actually , but in refpect 
of Gods decree and fore-knowledge, (according to the: fence I 

gave out of Hiereme on Eph. 1. 22. ) how can it {trengthen him 
inthis particular? pe fee nct yet. This yet (hall not expire till 
the end, when Chrift fhall put down all authority and power. 
. And now when itis faid He hath put all things under his feet. 
E phef..1. 22. that the Church is not meant to be comprehended, 
but to be excepted in that placeas Zanchius faithmay thus ap- 
pear; the Apoftle diftinguifheththe ağ things from the Church, 
and calls the Church the body of Chrift, and him the head to 

that body , but the aZ things are put under Chrilts feet (his body: 
is.not under his feet, but under the head } and he overall things: 

for fo runs the Text , and hath put all things under his feet , and: 
gave him ta be the head over all things to the Gburch , which is-his 
body. ' d 

And whereas Mr. Haffey diftinguifheth between Chri(ts 


putting all his enemies under his feet, 1 Cor.15.25. and the 
Fathers putting all things under his fect , Jbid. verf. 27. and ma- 


keth this latter to be an actual putting under him of friends, 
foes, Church and all, whence it feems he would haveitto 


follow, that Chriftreignesas Mediator, evenafter all things 


are put under his feet; > He is. herein eafily confuted from Hzé. 
2, $. Where Godithe Father his putting all things under or 
li2 i eet, 
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ally done. . 

The next reafon which I gave out of the Text was from 
thofe words, And gave bim to be tbe bead ower all rhiags to the 
Church, Chrifts headthip and his Government.as-Mediator,are 
commenfuratle Chrif is a head to none but to his Church. 
Thefe wordsof mine Mr. Hu fey changeth thus : he is head ever 
none [aith Mr. Gilefpie, but bis Church, and then. he addeth, 
Is this to argue out of Scripture , or rather to deny and outface the 
Scripture ? the Scripture faith, heis over all, Sce what uncon- 
fcionable impudent boldne(fe this is, to. cite my words (yea 
in a dif£rent character too, that his Reader may beleeve it the 
better ) and yetto change not onely my words, but my mean-. 
ing. I purpoftly. kept my felf to the Text, that Chrift is a 
head to none but to his Church, yet he that is the Churches head. 
is overall things. And fince Mr. Haffey will needs hold that 
Chrift as Mediator is head of allthings ( whichthe Text faith 
not ) what were the confequence hereof ? The Text faith y7, 
adrra over all things, not over all perfons onely : So Heb.2.7,8.. 
compared with P/al.8..6,7. Whence it followesby Mr. Haf- 
feys principles ( which I tremble to mention ). that Chrift as 
Mediator is Head and King not onely of men, but of. fheepy 
exen, fowles, and fifhes. Behold how dangerous it is for men 
to be wife above that whichis written. 

The laft reafon which I-bronght from the laft verfe, was- 
this, The Church is there called Chrifts fulneffe in reference to 
his Headthip. This Mr. Ha fey faith, feemeth to come tolerably - 
from the Text ; but the next words., that which makes bim full 
and compleat fo farre as be is a Head or King + he calls a fallacy, 
How commeth this Word King in bere? faith he; Firft here he yeelds- 
that the Church makes Chrift full and compleat fo farre as he is 
a Head, whenceit followeth thatas Mediator heis onely the 
Churches head , and there is no other body of Chrift but the: 
Church ; for if. the Church be hisfulneffe , his.compleat body, 
there can be no other body .of Chrift, Doth not this deftroy 
what he hath been arguing for, that Chrif as Mediator is head 
of all Principality and Power ? And for the word King, it 


may well come in where Head commeth ; for.is not Christs- — 


King- 
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Kingdom as Mediator, commenfurable with his Head(hip as 
Mediator? Is he as Mediator King to any to whom he is not 
Head? Surely this very an(wer as it is his laf, fo it really yeeld- 
cth the caufe. | 

The tenth obje&ion is that which I my felf moved to pre- 
vent my Antagonis- — Chrift is called she Head of all Principa- 
lity and Power , Col, 2. 10. | 

To this I anfwered out'of. Ballinger, Gualtber , and Teffa- 
wus ;.the {cope and meaning of the Apoflle, is to fhew that 
Chrift is true God , and.therefore we mult not underftand the 
Apofle to fpeak of Chrifts headfhip as he is Mediator, but as 


he is the natural and cterpal Sonne of God. Afr. Huffcy pag.'34. 


thinks it is no good confequence, the Apoftle fpeaks not of 
Chriftas Mediator, becaufe he fpeaks of him as true God , Zs 


not Christ faith he, trae God as-Adediator ? Tanfwer , As Medi- ` 


ator he is God-man. But he muft remember the Argument is 
urged to prove the fubordination of all Principality and power 
to Jefus Chrift as Mediator. Now let him prove that the Apo- 
ftle fpeaketh there of Chrift as Mediator; I fay he fpeaketh of 
Chrift as God ; He cannot conclude againft what I faid, except 
he argue thus , that. which Chriltis as God, he is as Mediator 5. 
which is falfe, as I have made it appear ¢lfe-where. Well.s 
- but Mr. Haffey proves from the Text that Chrift is there fpoken 
ofas Mediator. verf. 9,10. For in him divelleth the falnefe of 
the God-head bodily , and ye are compleat in him which isthe-head of 
all Principality and power. But hedraweth no argument from 
the words. Neither is there any thing in them which maketh 
againft me, The Apoftle fhews them , that the man Jefus 
Chrift is alfo true God , equal and confubftantial with the Fa- 
ther ; for the very fulnefle.of the God-head is in him , that is, 
he is fully and compleatly God , fo that faith Calvin, they who 
. defirefomething more then Chrift., muft.defirefomething more 
thenGod. Wherefore our Writers make the right ufe of this. 
place when they bring it againft the Socinians , to prove the 
God-head of Chrift. See Chriflian. Becman. exercit. 9.. This 
fulnefle of the God-head isin Chrift bodily , that is, either per- 
fonally , to diftinguifh him from the holy men of Ged, who 
were infpired by the holy Ghoft ; or /uóffantially , a8. others; 
| BH. | : 
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take the Word , in eppefition to the Tabernacle and Templein 
which the God-head was typically. Ye are compleat: in him, faith 
the Apoltle, meaning becaufe he is compleatly God, fo that we 
need not invocate or worfhip Angels , as if we were not com- 
pleat in Chrift. — 44r. Huffeyadmitreth what I faid concerning 
the {cope of theplace, to teach the Co/zff/4ns not to worfhip 
Angels , becaufe fervants: But faith he, may they not wor[bip 


“Christ as Mediator ? yes doubtleffe they may. No doubt he that 


is Mediator mult be worfhipped, becaufe he is Ged; Chrift 
God-man is the objet of divine adoration, and his God-head 
is the caufe of that adoration ; but whether he is to be worfhip- 
ped becaufe he is Mediator, or under this formall confidecati- 
on aS Mediator ; and whether the Mediator ought te be there- 
fore adored with divine adoration , becaufe he is Mediator, is 
res altioris indagints, If Adr. Haffey pleafe to read and confider 
what divers School- men have faid upon that point , as Aquinas 
tertia part. quaft. 25. art. Y. C7 2. Alex. Alenfis Sum. T beol.part, 
3. quaft. 30. membr. 2. Suarez. in tertiam part. Thome Difp. $3. 
fet. 1e Valentia Comment, in Tho. Tom. 4. Disp. 1. quest, 24. 
punt. x. Tannerus Theol. Scholast. Tom. 4. Diff.1. quef. 7. 
Dub. 7. But much moreif he pleafe to read Difpstatio de ado- 
ratione Christi, babita inter Fanftum Socinum && Chriftianum 
Francken : and aboveall Dr. Voerins felett. disput. ex pofter.part. ` 
Theol. Dif. 14, An Chriftus qua Mediator fit adorandus ? Then 
I beleeve he will be more wary and cautious what he holds con- 
cerning that Queftion, But Imuft not be ledd out of my way 
to multiply Quc(tions unneceffarily : All that I faid was , that 
the Apolile teacheth the Colefians, not to worfhip Angels, 
becaufe they are fervants , but Chrift the Son of the living God, 
who isthe Head and Lord of Angels; and in that place the A- 
poftle fpeaketh of the honour which is due to Chrift as God ; 
and if we weuld know in what fence the Apoftle calls Chrift 
the Head of all Principality and Power, fee how he expounds 
himfel Celef..1. 15, 16, 17. {peaking of the Ged-head of 
Jefus Chrift. Finally, If 44. Hs[fey will prove any thing 
from Ce/ef. 2. 1e. againít us , he muft prove that thofe 
words Which is tbe bead of all Principality and power , are meant 
in reference not enely to the Angels,but to Civil Magiltrates ; 

. that 
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and next,that they are meant of Chrift, not onely as God, but as 
Mediator. Both which he hath to prove ,” for they are not yet 
proved. , 


memey pment yee IRR 


CHAP. V Ii. | 


eA rguments forthe Negative of that 
Queft i on for mer ly pre pounde d, ! 


AY Arguments againfi the derivation of Magiftracy from 
VK Jefus Chrift as Mediator, and againít the Mag'{trates- 
holding of his offize of and undcr Chrift as Mediator, are: 
thefe. | 
— Firft, This Do€:ine doth evacuate and nullifie the civil 
Authority and Government of all Heathen or Pagan Magiltrats;; 
for which way was the authority of Government derived froin 
Chrift’, and from him as Mediator,toa Pagan Magiftrate or 
Emperour ? If he hath not his power from Chrift as Mediator, 
then he is but an ufurper,and hath no juft title to rcign,according . 
totheir Principles which hold that all government , even civil,- 
is given to Chrift, andto him as Mediator... Afr. Hufey for-- 
footh doth lezrnedly yeeld the arguirent , andanfwereth pag... 
20; that not onely it isa fin to bea Heathen , but the govern-- 
ment of a Heathen is finfull and unlawfull,” for which he gives- 
this reafon ,. Whatfoever is not of faithis fin. He might as well. 
conclude, ia that feace, that the beft vertues of the Heathen 
were fin ,. becaufe not of faith, that is, accidentally fin, in re- 
fpect of theend, or manner of doing, not -matericly , or in- 
their own nature.. Vpon the fame reafon he mu conclude, 
that the government of a Chriftian Magiftrate is unlawfull y: if> 
it be not of faith, asoftimes itis not , through the blindneffe - 
^ and corruption of mens heartswho govern. But. whether * 
PT c fue 
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the government of a Heathen Magiltrate per fe , fimpliciter, C 
ex natura fua , unlawful and finful? Whether hath he any jift 
right or title to Governmentand Magiltracy ? If his title to ci- 
vil Magiftracie be jut , and if his government be in it {lf ma- 
terially and fubltantially lawful, then he muft have a Commif> 
fion trom Chrift ,andfrom him as Mediator : This I fuppofe 
cannot be Mr. Hajfeys fence , for he hath not anfwered one 
fyllableto the argument, tending that way. But if the Go- 
vernment of an Heathen Magiftrate be in it felf materially , fus- 
ftantially , and in the nature of the tenure , fisfull and ualaw- 
full , fo that as long as he remains an Heathen, he hath no reall 
right, nor true titleto Government, but oaely a pretended 
and ufurped title (which muft needs be Ar. Huffeys fence, if 
he hath anf wered any thing at all to my Argument ) then hego- 
eth croffe not oncly to the holy men-of God in the old Tefta- 
ment who honoured Heathen Priaces, and were fusject to 
them as to lawful Magiftrates; but alfo to the ductrine of Jefus 
Chrift, who taught his Difciplesto give unto Cafar what is 
Cefairs; and of the Apoftles who in their time exhorted the 
Churches to be fudj:@ evento Heathen Magiftrates ( for they 
had no other at that time) to obey them, to pray for them. 
Rom.13. Titus 3.1. 1 Tim.2.1, 2. 1 Pet.2. 13, 14. 17. 
Ic is puttly condemned as one of the errors of the Anabaptitts, 
that an heathen Magiftrate is net to be acknowledged as a law- 
full Magiltrate, orasbeingfrom God. See Gerhard loc. com. 
Tom. 6. Pag. 498.499. P. Hinkelmannus de Anabaptifmo dif. 
13.cap.1. The Scriptures now cited are fo clear, that when 
Mr, Huffey faith of the heathen Magiltrate, Ler Baal plead for 
himfelf, he mightas well have faid, that Chrift and his Apoftles 
pleaded for Baal. They that plead for the anthority of an hea- 


` then Magiftrate do not plead for Baal, but fer God , and for his 


ordinance : for the powers that be, are ordained of Gad faith Paul 
{peaking even of the heathen Magiltrates, Rom. 13.1. But what 
will 44r. Huffey fay , if his great mafter Eraffws be found a plea- 
der for Baal, as much as I am ? Cexfirm. Thef: lib. 3. cap. 2. page” 
184, {peaking of the heathenand unbeleeving Magiítrates , be- 
fore whom the Corinthians went to law one againft another , 
he faith, Aw non eft impins quoque Adagiftratus a Deo prepolitus, 

nt 
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husbands are unlawful ; (all which were contrary to the Ward 
of God ) as to fay that heathen Magiftrates are unlawful. Take 
the inftance in Parents , for all lawful Magiftrates are fathers by 
the fifth Commandement. Doth the paternity of a heathen 
father differre [pecie , from the paternity of a Chriftian father ? 
arethey not both lawful parents, being made fuch by God and 
nature ? arenot their children bound to honour them, and be 
fudje&tothem , and obey them in things lawful? The pater- 
nity is the fame 4 fe , but different ezedaliter that I may borrow 
a ditinction from Z4r. Hufey. The Chriftian father is fan&i- 
fied, and qualified to do fervice to Jefus Chrift, as a father , in 
educating his.children Chriftianly, which au heathen father can 
otde. So theheathen Magiftrate, and the Chriltian Magiftrate 
are both lawful Mag'fteates,being made fuch by God and nature, 
or by ele&ion of people : they are both of them to be honoured, 
fubmitted unto , and obeyed, they areboth of them the mini- 
{ters of God for good to their people: their power is the fame 
$n atia fignato , though not in actu exercito. The heathen Ma- 
giftrate may do and ought to do what the Chriftian Magiftrate 
doth; but the Chri(tian Magi(trate is fitted, qualified, enabled, 


and fanctified to glorifie and ferve Jefus Chrilt , asa Magiftrate, - 


which the heathen Magiftrate is not. 

Secondly , They that hold the derivation of Magiftracy to 
be from Jefus Chrift, and that it is held of and under him as 
Mediator, mak either fhew from Scripture that Jefus Chrift 
as Mediator hath given a commiffion of Vicegerentíhip or De- 
putyfhiptothe Chriltian Magiftrate , or otherwife acknow- 
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ledge , that they have given the molt dangerous and deadly 
wound, even to Chriftian Magiftracy it felf, which ever be- 
fore it received. Ar. Huffey pag. 20. anfwereth, 1 conceive be 
( the Chriftian Magiftrate) bath a Commiffion from Chrift : but 
when he fhould prove it ( which my argument calld for ) here 
heisata loffe. Heciteth P/al. 72. 11. All Kings hall fall downe 
before him , all Nations [ball [ferve him. Ifa. 60.12. That Nation 
and Kingdom that Will not ferve thee [ball perifa. I hope indeed 
there is atime comming when all Kings fhall fall down before 
Jefus Chrift, andall Nations (hall ferve him, and that will 
make an end of the Eraftian controverfie. But I pray, do all 
that ferve Jefus Chrift, hold their office of and under Chrift, as 
Mediator, and as his Vicegerents? then the poorcít fervant 
that fears God fhall be a Viceecrent of Jefus Chrift, as Media- 
tor, and hall have a commiffion from Chrift to that eff.&, for 


. €very godly tervant doth not ferve his malter onely , but Ghrift, 


è 
> 


» 


Eph. 6. 5,6,7. Again, if thofe who fhall perifh becaufe they 
Arve not Chrift , be his Deputies and Vicegerents ; then the 
wickedeft perfecuters in the World fhall havea commiffion of 
Vicegerentthip from Jefus Chrift-. Well, let the Chriftian Ma- 
ei(trate animadvert, whether thefe men have done any thank- 
worthy fervice to Magiftracy , who will needs have it to hold 
of and ua 'er Chriftas Mediator, and by a commiflion of Vice- 
gerent(hip from him ; and whenthey are put toit, to produce 
that commiffion , they prove no. more then agreeth either to the 
meaneft Chriftian, or tothe wickedeft perfecuter. The Mie 
niftery hath a clear undeniable commiffion from Chrift as Me- 
diator (even our oppofites themfelves being Judges) Matth. 
16. I9. and 28. 19.20. fohn 20. 21, 22,23. 2 Cor. 5. 19,20. 
Epl. 4; 31. 12. Al. 20. 28. Tit. 1. 5. [fay therefore again, let 
them alfo fhew from Scripture a commiffion from Jefus Chrift 
conftituting Chriftian Magiftrates to be his Vicegerents as he is 
Mediator , and to hold their office of and under him as Media- 
tor : which if they cannot fhew , they have donea greater dif- 
fervice to the Chriftian Magiftrate, then they can eafily repair or 
‘amend: Weare fure the lawful Magiftrate ( whether Heathen 
ot Chriftian ) is Gods Vicegerent , and that is a fate holding of 
his office. But eur oppofites fhall never prove , m civil 
aS MAE 
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Magiftrate ( though Chriftian and godly ) isthe Vicegerent of 
Jefus Chrift as Mediator, And in fecking to proveit , [am per- 
{waded they fhall but difcover their own weakneffe , and fhall 
alfo weaken the Magiltratcs authority more then they can 

{trengthen it. | 
Thirdly, TheScriptureintimateth this difference between 
Miniftery and Magiftracy ; that the work of the Miniftery and 
the adminiürations thereot are performed in the name of Jefas 
Chrift as Mediator and King of the Church : the work of Ma- 
giftracy notío, except we adde to the Word of God; they 
who will do any thing in the Name of Jefus Chrift as Mediator, 
and cannot find any Scripture which can warrant their fo do- 
ing, arelyars, and the truth is not in them, Now let our op- 
pofites thew (ifthey can) where they find in Scripture, that 
the Chriftian Magilirate is to rule in the name of Chrift, to 
judge in the name of Chrift, to makelaws in the name of Chrift, 
to make war or peace in the name of Chrift, to punifh evil 
doers with the Temporal Sword in the name of Chrift. Of the 
Miriftery I did thew, that in the name of the Lord Jefus Chrift 
we do affemble our felves together, Matth. 18, 20. in his name 
doe wepreach, Lwk, 24. 47. Aff. 4. 17, 18, and 5.28. 44. and 
9.27. In his name do we baptize, A. 2. 38. and 8. 16. and 
19. 5. In his name do we excommunicate, 1 Cor. 5. 5. Thefe my 
proofs from Scripture Mr. He(fzy pag. 21. profeffeth he will 
examine according tolaws of difputation. I know none tranf- 
greffeth thofelaws more than himfelf, and even in this very 
place where he profeffeth to keep clofe to lawes of difputation : 
my firít proof from Matth. 18. 20. he quarrelleth upon a meer 
miftake of hisowne. He faith I brought it to prove the inftitu- 
tion of Church-officers , and that to proveit, I do appropri- 
ate the meeting in the name of hCrift to Chucch-Officers , and 
thereupon he tells us the Text faith not, that none (hall gather 
together in my name but Ghurch-Officers. Are thefe Mr. Haf- 
feys lawes of difputation? He had need to be a better difputer 
who calls others to School. I did not fpeak here of the Inítitu- 
tion of Church-Officers, and far leffe did I exclude all others 
from meeting in the name of Chrift ; Church-officers aflemble 
in thename of Chrift with the Church ; and when they a(femble 
Kk2 in 
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inthe nameof Chrift apart , and without the multitude, will 1t 
follow that bzcauíe they meet in the name of Chrift therefore 
none but they meet in the name of Chrift. Well,let Ar. Haffey 
try all his Logick in this confequence, it will notdo. The fixth 
general Councell, Aétiene 17. apply unto their owne cecume- 
nicall Affembly , that promife of Chrift. Azatrb. 18.20. Where 
two or three are gathered together in my Name, ec. Proteftant 
Writers both in their Commentaries , and Polemick Writings; 
do ufually apply the fame Text to Synods and Councells : For 
itftance, Calvin. Iefl it, lib. 4. cap. 9. [- £1. 1. & 2. holds that the 
authority cf Councells dcpendeth upon that promife of Chrift, 
Where twoor three ave met together in my name, ec. That which 
went before, carries it to Affemblies for acts of difcipline , as 
being principally intended in that p'ace. The promife ver.20, 
is general, belonging to all Church A(femblics : yet in that place 
it isapplyed to Aflemblies of Church- Officers for difcipline. 
But neither need I go fo far in this prefent argument ; for when 
Churck- Officers meet with the Church for the Word, Sacra- 
ments, and other parts of Worfhip, thisis in the name of 
Jefus Chrift, without all controverfie, and this is enough to 
juftifie all that I brought that Text for; efpecially there being 
herein a difference between facred and civil Affemblies s there 1s 
no {uch promife made to Magiftrates Courts of Juftice, as to 
Ghurch Affemblies. That which heciteth out of Dr. Whittaker 
and Bifhop Afortoun makes nothing againft me, neither doth he 
quote the places, peradventure becaufe he found fomething in 
thofe paffazes which made againft him. whittakers fence is 
plainly of facred , and not of civil Affemblies. And for that 
fo much controverted Text Matth. 18. 17. Tell the Charch, 
Whittaker expoundeth it as we do agaiclt the Eraftians , Tell the 
Paftors and Raters of tke Church, hittak, de Ecclef. quast.t. 
cap. 2. Dic Ecclefia , boc eff Pastoribus c Prafettis Ec- 
clefia. 

As for preaching, Mr. Huffy faith, it is out of queftion 
that we preach in thename of Chrift. Well: then let him fnew 
fuch another thing ofthe Magiftrate, as 1s without controverfie 
done by him in the name of Chrift. 

But where] added, that in thename of Jefus Chrift we 
baptize 


ce en ES 
Chap.7. Ordinanceof Church government vindicated. 237 
| 


baptize, though I faid no more then the Scripture taith, yet he 

is pleafed to objet againft me. — Z defe places he citeth faith he, 

to prove that we baptize in the Name of Jefus 5 as exclufively to 

Faib:r and holy Ghost , ( leaving out the words of the commiffion : 

Mattb. 28. Baptize inthe name of the Father, Son, and boly 

Ghoft ) for [o the flere ef bis qucftion doth require ; for he diflin- 

guifherh acutely and acurately between Christ as Mediator and fem 

cond perfon (he (hould have faid as fecond Perfan ) in Trinity, 

inal thes Argument. And fo he concludes that which I had 

faid to be coztrary to tbe words of the Commiffion and the practice 

of «ll Churches. What doth he driveat ? I cited plain Texts- to 

prove that baptifme is admiriftred in the name of Chrift: Either 

Mr, Hs fey denyeth that thisis done in the name cf Chrift as 

Mediator :or he denyeth it not, If he denie it, let him fpeak it 

out, aud he fhill not wantananfwer. Mean while kt him re- 

member that himfelf pag. 25. faith, that Chrift as Mediator did 

give that commiflion to the Apc(tles, Go Preach and baptize. 

If hedenie it not, then ket him give the like inftance for Magi- 

firacy and civil Government , to prove it to be managed in the 

name of jefus Chrift as Mediator, elfe he muft not plead that 

Magiftracy ts of the fame tenure from Chrift as the Miniftery. 

Again, cither beadmitteth a diftin&ion between Chrift as Me- 

diator , andas fecond perfon in Trinity, or not. If hedoe nor, 

be will infallibly wind bimfelfintoa grofle herefie; as namely 

thefetwo. x. He muft deniethat principle which according 

tothe Word of God, all Orthodox Divines hold againft the 

Arrians and Antitrinitarians, that (*) Chrift as Mediator iS (,)Synop. pur. 

fubordinate unto, andleffer then the Father ; but as fecond per- Theol. Difp. 

fon in the Trinity he is not fubordinate unto nor leffer then the 26. Thef. 29. 

Father, nor the Father greater then he, but as fuch he is equal 47e ob iftam 
i. : : mediationem fi- 

with the Father in greatnefle, glory, and honour. 2. AS opera i317 ci minor 

` Trinitatis ad extra funt indivifa, he mult alfo hold that what- ft Pare, mn 
{oever Chrift as Mediator doth, that alfo the Father and the prepterea ipfo 

holy Ghoft doth: but Chrift as Mediator did humble himfelf to mnor eff quoad. 

the death, offer himfelfin a facrifice for fin, maketh interceffion P^? 

for us, Ergo,he muft conclude the Father doth the fame. But if he 

do admit the diftinction as Mediater,and as fecond perfon in 

Trinity, then why doth he fo often quarrell it? And in this 
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very place his Argument muft drive againft that diftinétion, er 
againft nothing, But how doth the baptizing in the name of 
Chri(t as Mediator, agree withthe commiflion to baptize in 
the name of the Father, Son, and holy Ghoft ? Though this be- 
long not te my Argument, yet I will by the way {peak to it. 
Firlt Lfay , the Qaeltionis of thiags or actions, not of words. 
Mr. Huffey (it feems ) did apprehend my meaning , asif I had 
intended an expreffion to be made in the act of baptizing, thus, 
I baptize thee in the name of efus Chrif. But I {pake of the 
action, not of the expreffion, even as in the other inftance I 
gave; ouraff:mbling together is in the name of Chrilt, though 
we do not fay in terminis, We ave now affembled in the name of 
Chrift. In baptifme Chrift doth not command us to fay, either 
thefe words, Z baptize thee ia the Nam: of Chrift; or thefe 
words, 1 baptize thee in the Name of the Father , Son, and holy 
Ghoft : but we are commanded to dothething, both in the 
name of Chriftas Mediator, and in the name of the Father, 
Son, and holy Ghoft : But in different refpe&s. A minifter ef 
Chrift doth both preach and baptize in the name of Chrift as 
Mediator , that is vice Chrifti, in Chrilts tead, and having 
authority for that cff-ct from Chrift as Mediator; for Chrift as 
Mediator gave us our commiffion to preach and baptize by Mr. 
Huffeys confcffion. So that to preach and baptize iat m brisan 
Ine Xp ( Which we find both of preaching , Luk.24 47.and 
of baptizing , Aé. 2. 38.) comprehendeth a forinall commiffi- 
on, power ad authority given and derived from Chrift , I fay 
not that it comprehendeth no more, butth's it doth compre- 
hend. But when Chrift biddeth us baptife ef r dyoue mato, OF 
into, or in the name of the Father, Son, and holy Ghoft , Mati 
28. 19. this doth relate to the end and effect of baptifme, or the 
good of the baptized (if we underítand the words properly) 
not the authority of the baptizer, as if a forall commiffion 
were there given him from the Father , Son, and holy Ghoft. 
So that to baptize one i» or usto the name of the Father, Son, 
and holy Ghoít, is properly meant both of fealing the parties 
right and title to the enjoyment of God himfelf , as their God 
by covenant, and their intere(t in the love of God, the grace 
of Chrift , and the communion of the holy Ghoft ; and of de- 
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dicating the party to the knowledge , profcffion, faith, love,and 
obedience of God, the Father, Son, and holy Ghoft. 

Ireturn, The next branch of my Argument was that we 
excommunicate in the name of Chrift 1 Cor. 5 5. Mr. Huffey 
pag. 22. faith I make great haft here, deliver to Sathan faith he 
us not to excommunicate , Cc. But grant that it were excommuni- 
cation, ec. thedecree was Pauls, and not the Corinthians. What 
is meant by delivering to Sathan, belongs to another debate. 
Callit an Apoftolicallact, or call itan Ecclefialticall a& , or 
both, yet it was done in the name of the Lord Jefas Chrift ; the 
like whereof wefind not in Scripture of any ect of the civil 
Magiftrate. Why doth he not attend to the drift of the Argu- 
ment ? And asto his exceptions (€) they are no other then (u) Synopf. 
Prelats, Papifts, and Socinians have made before him, and per. Theol. 
Whichareanfweredlongagoe, That the Apoftle commandeth Pil? 12 
to excommunicate the incc(tuous man is acknowledged by Mr. ju Tc 
Prynne. That he whois excommunicated may be truly faid to Jy, cur liomis: - 
be delivered to Sathan , is uadeniable ; for he that is call out of nem inceffusfumi 
the Church, whofe fins are retained , on whom the Kingdom of Satane traneret, 
heaven is faut and locked , whom neither Chrift nor his Church 27/2457, PRM 
dothowne, is delivered to Sathan, whoreignes without the Nos conta Soci- 
Church. That this cenfure or punifh.nent of excommunica- nianos Apoffo- 
tion wasa Churchact, and not an Apoftolicall act onely, may wn Paulum 
thusappear, 1. The Apottle blameth the Corinthians , that it 0" 6x70 fi 
was not fooner done; he would not have blamed them , that pa a 
a miracle was not wrought. 2. He writethto them, to do 54 Ecclfie 
it when they were gathered together, not to declare or wit- Presbyteris 
neffe what the Apoítle had done, butto joyne with him in the communi, ince- 
authoritative doing of it, verf, 4.5. again he faith to them verf, , ^ net 
7. Purge out therfore the old leaves. ver{ 12. Doe not ye judge diff, colligimas 
them that are within ? verl. 13. Put away from among your felves ex IC. §. 4. 


that Wicked perfon. 3. It was a cenfure inflitted by many, Mat. 18.17.18. 


2Cor, 2. 6. not by the Apoftle alone, but by many. 4. The ' 
Apottle doth not abfolve the man, but writethto them to for- 
give him, 2Cor,2.7. Laftly, the Syriack maketh for us, which. 
runneth thus , verf, 4. That in the name of our Lord Fefus 
Chrif, you all may be gathered together, and 1 With you in the 
Spirit, with the power of our Lord fefus Chrift, verl.5. T bat yeu 
may deliver him to Sathan, Gc. | á But. 
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But now at laft Mr. H»ffey comes home, and gives this 
anfwerto my third Argument , 4 thing may be faid to be done in 
tbe name of Chrif or of God , When men do ang thing in confidence 
that God will affift us: fo Pfal. 20 5. athename of our God will 
we fit up onr banners in confidence God Wil affift ws + Thus 1 hope 
the Parliament and other Chriffians may undertake rhe bu fineffe in 
the name of Chrif, &c. Secondly, Im the name of Christ a 
thing 14 [aid to be done , that is done intse authority , room, and 
place of Chrift, &c. Sohepag. 24. feekinga knot in the rufh. 
In the firft part of his diftin@tion , he faith nothing to my Ar- 
gument , neither faith heany more of the Parliament then a. 
greeth to all Chriltians, the pooreft and meanelt; for every 
Chriftian fervant , every Chriftian Artificer is bound todo 
whatfoever he doth, in the name of Chiift, Colof. 3. 17. But 
what is that to the Argument ? Come to the other member 
of his diftinétion. The Miniftersof Chrift do act in the name 
of Chrift : that is, in the authority, room and place of Chrift; 
We are Ambaffadors for Chrift , and we preach in Chrilts 
ftead , 2 Cer. 5. 20. This he doth not nor cannot denie : (which 
makes good my Argument ; ) Why did he not thew us the like 
concerning Magiltracy? I fuppofe he would , if he could : 
this is the very point which he hadto fpeak to, buthath not 
done it. 

My fourth Argument againft the Magiftrates holding of 
his office of, and under, and for Chrilt, thatis, in Chrifts 
room and (tead as Mediator, fhall be that which was drawn 
from Lak. 12. 14. The Jewes were of the fame opinion, which 
Mr. Coleman and Mr. Huffey have followed , namely, that ci- 
vil government (hou!d be put in the hands of Chrift, which 
they collected from Per. 23. 5. He hall execute juftice and judge- 
ment intheearth; and fuch other Prophecies by them mif-un- 
derftood. And hence it was that onefaid to Chrift, Master, 
Speak to my brother that bz divide tbe inheritance With me. Our 
Lordsanfwer was, Man who made me a fudge or a divider over 
you. Whatfoever act of authority is done by a Deputy or Vice- 
gerent, as reprefenting his Mafter and Soveraigne , may be 
done by the King himfelf when perfonally prefent : If there- 
fore the Magiftrate judgecivil caufes, and divide inheritances , 

; as 


a 


Chap. 7. Ordigance of Church-Government vindicated. 241 


as the Vicegerent of Chrift , and of Chrift as Mediator , then 

Chrift himfel£, when prefent in the dayes of his fleth , had 

power as Mediator to judgeuch caufis. But this Chrift him- 

[1€ plainly denycth. Let us hear Mr. Hn ffeys anfwer, pag. 24. 

(It is the very fame with that which Azorius Inflit. mer. part.2. 

lib, 4. cap. 19. ( pleading for the Popes Temporall Dominion ) 

anfwereth concerning the point now 1n band ) It doth not follow 

that becaufe Chrifl was not a judge atta exercita , therefore the gq 

riginall right of Government Was nor tn him: And this Obyctlion 

may be an|Wered thus , Chrift doth wot fay he Was not a fudge, but 

who made me a fudge ? how doft thos know that Lama fudge ? 

And thus Chrift in the time of hrs humiliation did often bide rhe ma- 

nifeftation of hes power. (* ) What greater violence could be cffe. (x) Jo. Bren- 
redto the Text ? For the Verbe qemigws conftituit is purpofely tius Hom. in 
ufed to deny the power or right , as wellas the exercife; and E m E, 
proveth that he was not a Judge aétu fignato, having no fuch Quis me conflit- 
power nor authority given him , itis the fame phrafe whichis is Judicem cur 
ufed AG. 7. 35.15 oa raris Who made thee a Ruler and a Judge? diviforem fuper 
Mofes was then beginning to do the part of a Ruler and a Judge, y ie of, 
atl exercito ; but they retufe him as having no warrant. power, (53 E < T 
nor authority, Aé. 6. 3. the Apoftles bid choofe feven Dea- ca io, alia mea 
CONS , 3; xgrasvoaay y Whom We may appoint fay they over this ae Ad 
bufinefe, Tit. Y. Fe xa aumuefoug gura mny aptoftureces 3 Mili pernet ut 
ait i Elders in every Citys yet neither can that of the Dea- Hy d i 
coas , nor this of the Elders, beunderítood otherwife , then AUS » P 
of the right, power, and authority given them. See the like genus ahis re- 
Heb. 7.28. Luk, 12.42. Mattb. 24.47. The {cope therefore bus. Ad me 
of Chriftsanfwer wasthis (as arerivs upon the place) zon 487 pertinet 


6 ane . 4 ut doc = 
debeo aliena munia invadere, T ought not to invade fuch Offices (Ue rales 
as belengto others, not tome. one peccatorum, 

E as Cy vita «terna. 


` "Ut igitur nollem quod magiftratus meum officium temere ufurparet , ita (y mea interef , ne temere u- 
furpem mibi vocationem magiftratus. Obfervanda doclrina , qua non folum erudimur, quod fic propri- 
um ¢y legitimum officium Chrifti in boc externo mundo, verum etiam adinonemur exemplo Chrifti, ne 
quis alienam vecationemi legitime invadat. 

Jo. Winckelmannus ín Luk. 12. v4. Negat fe effe politicum Judicem bercifrunde | familie, 

- fisut nec adalteram damnat y Tob. 8. Offendit enirn effe difcrimen imer. Politicum magiflfraium yq: mus 
maEcdefafim. — 5 750 j 
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Some of the Jetuits (as forward as they are to defend the 
Tem poral Power of the Popeas Chrifts Vicar onearth, yet ) 
cannot fhut their eies agaioft the light of this Text, Who made me 
a Fudge or a divider over you? But they gre forced to acknow- 
(y) Greg. de ledge ( Y) that Chrift denies that he had any right or authority 
oa REN tobeacivil Judge. For how can he who is authorized to be a 
Tom. 4. Difp. Judge fay, Who made me a Fudge ? 
I- Queft. 22. i 
Pun&.6. Homo, quis meconftituit Judicem aut diviforem inter vos ? Quafi diceret : Ne- 
mo plane , neque homo, (y multo mirus Deus. Si enim a Deo haluiffet Domimum Furifdi ionis 
politice , multo verius fuiffet conftitutus Fudex politicus , quam ft eam Furifdretionem habuiffer ab 
bomine. Et tamen negat omnino fe fuiffe taiem Judicem conftitutum. Unde per hoc quod addit , Quis 
me conftituit Judicem ? gc. Eum remiftt ad alium qui haberet eam poteflatem , qua ipfe careret. 
See the like in Bellarmine de Pontif. lib. 5. cap. 4. 

The fifth Argument I take from 7oba 18. 36. My King^om 
ts not of this World. 'Thegreat jealoufie and fear which both He- 
rod and Pilate had of Chrift; -was, that they underítood he was 
a King. Chrift clears himfelf inthis point, his Kingdom was 

J^ fuchasthey needed not be afraid of, for though it be in the 
World, itisnot of the World; though it be bere, itis not from 
hence , it is heterogencous to Temporal monarchy and civil 
Government. Mr. Hu ffey pag. 24. tells us , he knows not how 
thofe Governments that fhould be executed by Church- Officers, 
fhould favour leffe of the World then the civil Government. 
For this I remit him to thofe many and great differences, which . 
I have fhewed between the civil and the Ecclefiaftical Power. 
In the mean while my argument ftands in force ; For if all ci- 
vil Government were put in Chrifts hand as he is Mediator, and 
he to depute and fubltitute others whom he will under him; then 
what is there im that anfwer of histo Pilate, which could con- 
vincingly anfwer thofe miftakes and mifapprehenfions of the 
nature of his Kingdom. That which is now taught by Mafter 

Huffy, isthe very thing which Herod and Pilate were afraid 

- of : but Chrift denyeth that which they were afraid of s- 

and verf. 36. is an anfwer to the Queftion asked , verf. 33. 

Art thon the King of the fews ? My Kingdom is not of this 

World , faith he. To the fame fence (as Grotius upon the 

place noteth out of Ex/ebivs ) Chrifts kinfmen when they. 

were asked concerning his Kingdome, did anfwer to Domi- 

tian,. 
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tian, (7) that his Kingdom was not worldly ; but hea- 


wenly. Á , 
Sixthly, I provethe point from Lake 17. 20, 21. And when 


come; he anfwered them and faid, The Kingdom of God commeth e9ug- N xs 
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he Was demanded of the Pharifees when the Kingdom of God fhould mya, &me- 


wet with obfervation. Neither foall they fay loe here, or lo there: ayn Tuy 
For behold the Kingdom of God is Withinyor. By the Kingdom pue 


ef God is meant in this place the kingdom of the Meffiah, as 
Interpreters do unanimoufly agree. Both fobs Baptist and 
Chrft himfelf had preached , that the Kingdom of God was at 
hand ; and the Jews themfelves were in expectation of the 
Meffiah to make them free from the Roman yoke,and to reftore 
a temporal or earthly monarchy to Ifrael. Hereupon they aske 


when this Kingdom fhould come. Hisanfweris, The King- 


dem of God commeth not perd ruegmphoves With obfervation, or 
outward [bew and pomp , but itis within you , it is f{piritual, 
it belongs to the inward man. But if the Magiftrate be Chrifts 
Vicegerent, and hold his office of and under Chrift as Mediator, 
and if Chrift as Mediatorreigne in, through and by the Magi- 
ftrate, thenthe Kingdom of the Meffiah doth come with ob- 
fervation and pomp, withacrown, afcepter, afword, and 
vers mmis Gayrislag ;, With princely fplendor, riches, triumph, 
fuch as the Pharifees then, and the Jews now do expect : which 
faith Grotius is thething that Chrilt here denicth; For all the 
outward pomp, obíervation, fplendor , majefty , power, and 
authority , which a Vicegerent hath, doth principally redound 
unto his Mafter and Soveraign : So that by our oppofites prin- 
ciples, the Kingdom of Chrift mut come with obfervation , 
becaufe the dominion of the Magiftrate (whom they hold to be 
his Vicegerent ) commeth with obfervation. 

Seventhly, That Government and authority which hath a 
foundation in the law of nature and Nations ( yea might and 
fhould have had place and been ofufe, though man had not 
finned ) cannot be held of and under and managed for Chrift as 
he is Mediator. — ButMagiftracy or civil Government hath 
a foundation in thelaw of Natureand Nations (yea might and 
fnould have had place and been of ufe though man had not fin- 
ned) Ergo. The reafon of the propofition, is pn 
pre LI 2 aw 
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law of patureand nations, and the law which was written in 
mans heart in his fit(t creation, doth not flow from Carift as 
Mediator, but from God as Creator : neither can it be faid that 
Chrift as Mediator rulcth and governeth all nations by the law 
cf natureand nations, or that Chri(t fhould have reigned. as 
Mediator , though man had not finned. The Affumption is 
proved by Gerhard loc. com. Tom. 6. pag. 459. 460.474 Inthe 
ftate of innocency there had been no fuch ufe of Magittracy as 

, now there is; for there had been no evil doers to be punithed,. 
no unruly perfons to be reftrained ; yet as the wife had been 
fubj«& to the husband, and the fon to the Father, fo. no doubt 
there had been an union of diverfe families under one head man 
being naturally feo mam as Ariftotle calls. him, he is for 
fociety and policy , and how can it be imagined that mankind 
multipiying upon the earth (hould have been without headfhip, 
fuperiority,order, fociety, govenment ? And what wonder that 
the law of nature teach all Nations {fome government : (2) Hie. 
(a) Hier. Ru ome obferveth,that nature guideth the very reafonleffe creatures 


f-comon- — toa kind of Magiftracy. 
(a ARMAR Eightly , If the Scripture hold forth the fame derivation 


d> ferarum gree OF origination of Magiltracy in the Chriltian Magi(trate and in 
ges duffores fee the heathen Magiftrate, then itis not fafe to us to hold that the 
quunur fu. Chriftian Magiftrate holds his office of and under Chrift as Me- 
2n E Pam diator. But the Scripture doth hold forth the fame derivation 
EE or origination of Maegiftracy in the Chriftian Magiltrate , and 
inthe Heathen Magiftrate. Ergo, The propofition hath this 
reafon for it, becanfe the Heathen Magiftrate doth not hold his 
office of and under Chrift as Mediator ; neither doth Mr. Hx/- 
fey herein contradict me :.oncly he holds the heathen Magiftrate 
and hisGovernment to be unlawful : wherein he is Anabaptifti- 
cal, and is confuted by my firft Argument... Asfor.theAffum- 
ption, itis proved from divers Scriptures, and namely thefe, 
Rom. 13. 1. the powers that be, are ordained of God , which ig 
fpoken of heathen Magiftrates. Dan. 2.37. Thos O King art a 
King ef Kings, for the God of heaven bath given thee a Kingdom, . 
Power, and Strength, and Glory. So faith Daniel to Nebuchad- 
uezzar an Idolatrous and heathen King. See the like fer. 27. 6; 
Ifa 45. 1, God fent his fervant the Prophet to anoint Hazael 
- > A 7 MEM ie 
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King over Syria; 1 Kings 19.15. Read to this purpofe Azga- 

flire de civit. Dei, lib. 5. cap. 21. Where he faith (5) that the (b) Qui Mario, 
fare God gave a Kingdom and authority both to the Romans, ipfe caio Cefa- 
Affyrians, Perfians, Hebrews; and that he who gave the King- ^: 2 Augufto, 
dom to the bet Emperors, gave it alfo to the werftsEmperors ; E. Ue 
yea he that gaveit to Conftantine a Chriftian, did alfo give it vel patri vel fi. 
faith he, to 7ulianthe apoftate. Tertullian Apol: cap. 30. peak- lio, fuaviffinis 
ingof the heathen Emperors of that time, faith that they were !rporatorzbus , 
from God, a quo (nnt fecundi, poft quem primi ante omnes , that ipfe o beu 
he who had made them. men, did alfo make them Emperors, p, lico [iem 
and give them their power. Ibid. cap. 33. Ut meritò dixerim no- bs ireneccffe fit, 
fier est magis Car , ut a nofiro Deoconftititus.: fo that 1 may qd Conftantino 
quftly fay, Cxlar rather ours, as being placed by our God: faith Chriffiano , ipfe: 
he,. fpeakingto the Pagans in the behalf of Chriftians. Where- aoe d a 
fore though there be huge and vaft differences between the Chri- ` 

ftian Magiftrate and the heathen Magiftrate , the former excel- 

ling the latter , as muchas light doth darkneffe, yet in this point: 

of the derivation and tenure of Magiftracys they both are equal-. 

ly interefted, and the Scripture fheweth no difference, as to that 


point, 
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CHAP. VIII. 


Of the Power and Privi'edge of the 
Magifirate in things and caufes Ec- 
cleftaflical ; whatitwnot, and what 
itis, 


He new notion that the Chriftian Magiftrate. is a Church- 
officer , and Magiftracy an Ecclefiaftical as well asa civil 
adminiftration , calls to mind that of the Wife-mans Js 

there any thing whereof it may be faid , See this is new? it hath been 
already of old time which was before us. Plato in his Politicus (a 
littleafter the middle of that book) tells me, that the Kings of 
Egypt were alfo Pricts, and that in many Cities of the Greci- 
ans , the fupream Magiltrate had the adminiftration of the holy 
things. Notwithftanding evenin this particular there ftill ap- 
peareth fome new thing under the Sun. For Pato tells me ae = 
gain Epift. 8. that thofe fupreme Magiftrates who were Prielts, 
might not be prefent nor joynein criminall nor capitall judge- 
ments, left they (being Priefts) (hould be defiled. Ifyou look 
after fome other Prefident for the union of civil and ecclefialtical 
Government , fecular and fpirituall adminiftrations , in one 
and the fame perfon or perfons , perhaps it were not hard to 
find fuch prefidents , as our oppofites will be afhamed to 
owne. E 
. Iam fure Heathensthemfelves have known the difference 
between the office of Pricíts and the officeof Magiftrates. Ari- 


, frotle 


27 
v 


Chap. 8. Ordinance of Charch-government vindicated. 


flotle de Repub. lib. 4. cap. 15. {peaking of Pricfts faith, 425,2, 
‘ere n«pg nis munas apes. For this is another thing then 
civil Magistrates. He had faid before, mair 3dp emurar ý mo- 
anà xewavia. Mra For a civil fociety hath need of many Rulers : 
but every èmsims who is made by election or lot, is not a civil 
Magiftrate : and the firlt inftance he giveth is that of the Pritts : 
and fo Arifferle would have the Prieft tobe èmsems a Ruler, but 
not a civil Magiltrate. So de Repub. lit. 7. cap. 8. he diftingu. fh- 
eth bet ween the Priefts and the Judges in a Citty. 

But tothe matter. I will here endeavour. to make thefe 
twothings appear, 1. That no adminiftration formally and 
properly Ecclefiafticall (and namely the difpencing of Church 
cenfures) doth belong unto the Magiltrate, nor may ( accor- 


ding tothe word of God ) be aflumed and exercifed by him, 


2. That Chrift hath not madethe Magiltrate head of the Church, 
toreceiveappeals (properly fo called ) from all Ecclefiafticall 


Affemblies. Touching the firft of thefe, itis no other than is- 


held forth in the Irifh Articles of Faith ( famous among Or- 
thodox and Learned men in thefe Kingdoms) which do plainly 
exclude the Magiltrate from the adminiftration of the Word 
and Sacraments, and from the power of the keys of the King- 
domof Heaven. It is the unhappineffe of this time that this 
and other truths formerly cut of controverfie, fhould be fo 
much {tuck at and doubted of by feme. . 


Now that the corrective part of Church-Government , or > 
the cenfure of fcandalous perfons inreference to the purging of 


the Church, and keeping pureof the ordinances , isno part of 
the Magillrates office, but is a diftinét charge belonging of right 
to Minilters and Elders; asit may fully appear by the Argu- 
ments brought after wards to prove a government in the Church 


diftin& f: om Magiftracy : (which Arguments. will. ncceffarily : 
carry the power of Church cenfures and the admuniftration of: 


the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven into other hands then the 
Magiltrates ;. ) {o I (hall here ftrengthen it by thefe confirma- 
tions. i 

.. Firk, Church-cenínres muft needs be difpenfed by Mini- 


fers and Elders , becanfe they are heterogeneous to. Magiftracy :: 


For firlt,. the Magiftrate by the power. which is in his i 
ought 


) 
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ought to penith any of his Subjects that doe evil , and he ought 
to punifh like fins with like pnnifh rents. But if the power 
of Church-cenfures be in the Magiltrates hands , he cannot 
walk by that rule; For Church-cenfures are onely for Church- 
members , not for all Sudjeéts: t Cor.5. 10. 12, Secondly, 
Church-cenfures are to be executed in the name of Chrift, 
Marth. 38.20. with verf. 17,18. 1 Cor. 5.4. and this cannot 
be donein h's name, by any other but fuch as have commiffion 
from him to bind andloofe, forgive and retain fins. But where 
is any fuch commiffion given to the civil Magiftrate, Chriftian 
more then Heathen ? Thirdly, Church-cenfures are for impeni- 
tent contumacious offenders : but the Magiltratedoth and mutt 
punifh offenders ( when the courfe of Juftice and law fo re- 


LI 


quireth ) whether they app:ar penitent or impenitent. 


Fourthly, The Magiftrates power of punifhing off:nders, is 
bounded by the law of theland. What then fhill become of 
fuch fcandalls asare not crimes punifhable by the law of the 
land? fuchas oofcene rotten talking , adulterous and vile be- 


haviour, or the moft ícaadslous coaverfiag and companying 


together ( though the crime of adultery cannot be proved by 


witneffes ) living in known maliceand envie, refufing to be 


reconciled, and thereupon lying off (it may be for a long time) 


from the Sacrament, andthelike, whichare not proper to be 
taken notice of by thecivil Judge. So thatin this cafe, either 
there muft be Church-cenfures and difcipline exercifed by 
Church-officers, or the Magiltrate muft go beyond hislimits : 
Or laftly, Scandalls fhall fpreadin the Church, and no reme- 
dy againít them. Far be it froin the thoughts of Chriftian Ma- 
piftrates , that {candalls of this kind thall be tolerated , to the 
difhonour of God , thelaying of the {tumbling blocks of bad 
examples ocfore others , and tothe violation and pollution of 
the Ordinances of [efus Chrift , who hath commanded to keep 
his ordinances pure. 

- A fecond Argument may be this, Inthe old Teftament God 
did not command the Magiftrates, but the Pricíts to put a diff- 
rencé bet wixt the prophaneand the:holy , the unclean and the 
clean: Levit. 10.10. Ezech, 22. 26. Ezech. 44.23, 24. Dents 
21.5. 2 Chron, 23. 18, 19. And in the new Teftament, the 
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keyes.of the Kingdom of Heaven are given te the Minifters of 
the Charch : Matth. 16.19. and18.18, John 20,23. but no 23 
where tothe civil Magiltrate. It belongeth to Church-officers 
to cenfure falfe doctrine. Revel, 2. 2. 14. 15. to decide contro- 
verfies, A fs 16.4. and to examine and cenfure fcandalls, Ezech. 
44 23,24. which isa Prophecy concerning the miniftery of 
the New Teftament. And Elders judgean Elder, 1 Tim. 5. 19. 
or any other Church-member, 1 Cor. 5. 12. 
Thirdly,: The Scripture holdeth forth the civil and Eccle- 
fiaftical power as moft diftin& ; infomuch that it condemneth 
the Spiritualixing of the civil Power, afwell as the Seculari- 
zing of the Ecclefiaftical power ;. State Papacy, afwell as Pa- 
pal-State s Church. officers may not take thecivil {word , nor 
judg civil caules : Løke 12. 13, 14, and 22. 25. Matth. 26. 52. 
2 Cor, 10.4. 2 Tim, 2. 4. So Uzzah might not touch the Ark < 
nor Saul offer burnt offerings: nor 'Uzziab burn incenfe : I 
with we may not have caufe to revive the proverb which was 
afedin. Ambrofe his time. That Emperors did more covet the )) 
Priesthood, then the Priefts did covet tbe Empire. Shall it bea") 
fin to Church-officers to exercife any act of civil government ? 
and fhal it be no fin to the civil Magiftrate to ingroffe the whole 
and fole power of Church-Goverment ? Are. not the two 
powers formally and fpecifically diftin& ? Of which before, 
Chap 4. ^ P 
p^ is to be well noted that Afaccovizs and Vedeliss who 
aícribea fortof Papal power to the civil Magiftrate,to the great 
fcandall of the Reformed Church; do notwithftanding acknow- 
ledge that Chrift hath appointed Church difcipline and cen- 
fares, and thé fame to be difpeniced by Ohurch-officers onely : 
And that the Magiltrateas he may not preach the Word, and 
adeninifter the Sacraments; Só hemay not exercife Churche 
difcipline , nor inflict fpiritual cenfutes, fuch as excommunica- 
tion, Though £rafus pag. 175. hath not {pared tofay , that 
the Magiftrate may inthe New Teftaretit ( though he might 
notin the old) exercife the minifteriall fanion , if he can have 
fo much leifare from his other employments: ^ ^ = od 
Fourthly, The power of Church. difcipline is intrinfecall 
to the Ghurcli that is, both they who ceniure, and they who 
Mm are 
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arecenfared , muítbe of the Church, 1 Cor. 5. 12. 13. They 
muft be of oneand thefame Corporation , theoae muft not be 
in the body , and the other out of thebody. — Butif this power 
werein the Magiftrate , it were extrinfecall to the Church. 


For the Magiftrate guarenms a Magiltrate, is not fo much as a 


Church-member ; far leffe can the magiltrate as magiftrate have 
jutifdi&ion over Church-members , as Church. members, even 
asthe minifter as minifter is not a member of the Commone 
wealth or State, far leffe can he, as minifter,exercife jurifdiction 
over the Subjects, as Subjects, 

The Chriftian magiftrate in Exg/andis nota member of the 
Church asa mayiltrate, butasa Chriftian. And the minifter 
of Jefus Chrift in England, is not (ubject to the magiftrate as he 
isa minifter of Chrift, but as he is a member of the Common- 
wealth of Exgland He was both a learned man and.a great 


Royallift in Scotland, who held that all Kings, Infidel as well 


asChriftian,have equal authority and jurifdiction in the Church, . 
though all be not alike qualified or able to exercifeit. 7e. Wemi- 
us, de Reg. primat. pag. 123. Let our oppofites loofe this knot 
among themfelves ; for they are not of one opinion about 


Fifthly, Church-officers might and did freely and by 
themfelves difpence Church-cenfures, under Pagan and unbe- 
leeving magiltrates , asisby all confeffed : Now the Church 
ought not to bein a worfe condition under the Chriftian magi- 
ftrate, then under an Infidel; for the power of the Chriftian 
magiftrate is cumulative , not privative to the Church; Heisa 
Nur (ing Father, Ifa. 49. 23. nota Step-Fatber. He is keeper; 
defender and guardian of both Tables, but neither Judge nor In- 
terpreter of Scripture. 
Sixthly, I fhall fhut up this Argumentation with a 
convincing dilemma. The Affemblies of Church-officers being 
toexercife difcipline , and cenfure offences ( which is fuppo- 
fed and muft be granted in regard of the Ordinances of Parlia- 
ment ) either they have power to do this fure proprio, and vir- 
inte officii ser onely Fure develuto,and virtute delegations; fuch 
autherity being derived from the magiftrate ; If theformer, I 
have what I would; If the latter, then itfolloweth, 1. That 


. where. 
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where: Presvy ceries and Synods de exercife fpirituall Jurifaict- 


on, not by any power derived from , or dependant upon the 
civil Magillrate, but in the name and authority of efus Christ, 
and by the power received from him , as in Scetland, France, 
the Low-Couutries, &c. thereall Ecclefiaftical cenfures, fuch as 
depofition of Minifters , and Excommunication of fcandalous 
and obftinate perfons. have been, are, and flaall be void, null, 
and-of noefect, Even as when thePrelaticall party did hold, 
that the power of ordination and jurifdiction pertaineth oncly 
toPrelats, or fuch es are delegate with commiffion and autho- 
rity from them 4 thereupon they were fo put toit by the Argu- 
ments of the Anti-Epifcopall party , that they were forced to 
fay, that Presbyters ordained by Presbyters in other Reformed 
Churches , are no Presbyters, and their excommunication 
was noexcommunication. 2. It will follow, thatthe Ma- 
giltrate himfelf may excommunicate,for nemo poteft aliz delegare 


plus juris gaam ipfe babet No man can give from him by delega- 
tion or dcputation toanother, that right or power which he . 


himíclf hath not. 3.If the power of excommunication come by 


delegation from the Magiltrate, either the Magi(trate muft in 
conícience give this power to Church-officers onely , or he is 


free and may without fin give this power to others ; If the for- 
mer, what can bind up the Magiltrates confcience, or aftrict 
the thing to Church- Officers , except it be Gods ordinance that 
they only do it? If the latter, then though this Parliament hath 
hath taken away the cld High Commiffion Court , which had 
Poteflatem wtrin[ó, gladii , yet they may lawfully and without 
fin ere& a new High Commiffion Court, made up of thofe who 
fhall be no Church-officers, yea having none of the Clergy in 
it (asthe other had) with commiffieon and power granted to 
them to execute fpiritual Juriídiction and Excommunication, 
and that not onely in this or that Church, yea o: Province, but 
inany part of the whole Kingdom. So much of the firft point. 
Now to thefecond, concerning appeals to the Magiítiate, as to 
the head of the Church, - 

ltisasked, what remedy (hall there be againft the abufe of 
Churchedifcipline by Charch-offzers , except there be appeals 
from the Ecclefialtical Courts to the civil Magiftrate : which if 
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itbe, Church-officers will be the more wary and cautious to 
dono man wrong, knowing that they may be made to anfwer 

forit : And ifitbe not, thereisa wide dore opened, that mini- 

(ters may do as they pleafe. 

Aaf. r Look what remedy there is for abufes ip the 
preaching of the Word, and adminiftration of the Sacraments; 
the like remedy there is for abufes in Church-difcipline; Mal- 
adminiftration of the Word and Sacraments is no leffe finfull to 
the minifters, and hurtful to others, then mal-adminiftration 
of difcipline : and in fome refpects the former is more to the 
difhonour of God and deftruction of. men than thelatter : Mi- 
nifters have not an arbitrary power to preach what they will, 
Now when the word is not truly preached, nor the Sacraments 
duely ad miniftred by any minifter or minifters ; the Magiftrate 
feeketh the redreffe of thefethings (in a conftituted Church )by 
the convocating of Synods , for examining, difcovering, and 
judging of fuch errors and abufes as are found in particular 
Churches, But if the Synod fhould conniveat , or comply 
with that fameerror ; yet the Magiftrate taketh not upon him 
the fupreme and authoritative decifion of a controverfie of faith, 
but {till endeavoureth to help all this by other Ecclefiaftical re- 
medies; asanother Synod, and yet another, till the evil be re- 
moved. Thelike we fay concerning abufes in Church-difci- 
pline : TheMagiítrate may command a refuming and re-exa- 
mination of thecafe in another Synod : but {till the Synod ra= 
tifieth or reverfeth the cenfüre. In which cafe it is betwixt the 
Magiltrate and the Synod , as betwixt the will and underftan- 
ding; for Voluntas imperat Intelletlui quo ad exercitium , yet 
not withltanding determinatar per ineeltelum quoad [pecificatio- 
nem actos. DN i 

Take for inftancethisalfo. If it bea cafe deferving depo- 
fition or degradation s In fuch a cafe faith learned Salmapus ap- 
par. ad lib. de primatu pag. 298. the Prince or Magi(trate cannot 
takefrom a minifter that power which was given him in ordi- 
natien with impofition of hands , for he cannot take away that 
which hecannotgive. But if a Prince would have a minifter 
for his offences to be deprived of his minifteriall power, he muft 
take care that it be done by the minifters themfelves ; qui Jødi 
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ces veri ipfins funt, auferre foli poffunt quod per ordinationem de- 


derunt. Who are his true Fudges , and they onely can -take away 


What by ordination they bave given, Thus Salmafius. 

2. And further , if Presbyteries or Synods exceed the 
bounds of Ecclefiafticall power , and go without the Sphare 
of their own activity , interpofing and judging in a civil caufe 
which concerneth any mans life or eftate, The Magiltrate may 
reverfe and make null whatfoever they doin that kind, and pu- 
nifh themfelves for {fuch abufe of their power; As Selomon pu- 


nifhed Abiathar , and banifhed him to Anatkoth , he being 


guilty of hightreafon: X Kings 2. 26, It was not a cafe of fean- 
dall onely, orof Delinquency or mal-adminiftration in his Sa- 
eerdotall office, otherwife it had fallen within the cognizance, 
and Jurifdi&ion of the Ecclefiaftical Sanhedrin. 

= 3... Though thecafe be meerly fpirituall and ecclefiaftical 
the Chriftian Magiftrate (by himfelf and immediatly) may not 
onely examine by the judgement of difcretion the fentence of the 
Ecclefiaftical Court, but alfo when he feeth caufe (either upon 
the complaint of the party, or fcandall given to himfelf ) in- 
terpofe by letters, meífages , exhortations , and fharp admo- 
nitions to the Presbyterle or Synod, who in that cafeare bound 
in confcience, with allrefpect and honour tothe Magiftrate,to 
give him a realon of what they have done, and to declare the 
erounds of their proceedings, till by the blefling of God upon 
this free and fair dealing, they either give a rationall and fatif- 


factory accompt to the Magiftrate, or be themfelves convinced. 


of their mal-adminiftration of Difcipline. 

4. Andinextraordinary cafes when the Clergy hath made 
defection , and all Church difcipline is degenerated into Tyran- 
nie, asunder Popery and Prelacy it was; it belongeth to the 
Magiltrate totake the protection of thofé who are caft out or 
cenfured unjultly ; for extraordinary evils muft have extraordi- 
nary helps. And inthis fence we areto underftand divers of 
out Reformers and others, groaning under the preffures of the 
Roman-Clergy, and calling in the help of the civil Magiftrate 
for their relief. : 


But wedeny that (ina well conftituted Church ) ‘e is 
agreeable to the will-of Chrift , for the Magiftrate , either 
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^ cM ye 
(4 Sm. (f) to receive appeals (properly fo called ) from the fentence 
pur. Theol of an Ecclefiaftical Court , or torcecive complaints ex^ibited 
difp. 48. Thef. againft that fentence ty the party ceniared, fo as by his autho- 
19. Etf vere rity, upon fuch complaint, tonullifie or make void the Eccle. — 
mE fiaRical cenfure.  Thelatter of thefe two V-delius pleadeth for, 
Chriftiani Ma. HOt the former, But Apollonius oppugneth the latter , as being 
giframs mpe- Upon the mattcrall one with theformer. Now toaferibefuch 
iene, tanquam power to the Magiltrate, is t. Tochangethe Pope, but not 
utriufque tabule rhe Popedome ; the Head, but not the H:od%hip; foris not this 
o dii the Popes chi f fupremacy , to judecall men, and to be judged 
tameneam, aut Of no Man, to ratifie or reícind at his pleature the decrees of the 
eju praxina Church, Councels and all : and hall this power now be tranf- 
Magiftratas f- ferred upon the Magi(trate ? Good Lord, whereare we,if this 
ua fh iii be the up-fhot of our Reformation ? Oh forit? Shall we. 
ped Quee ;e. condemn the Papifts and Anabaptifts who give roo little to the 
centicres conten- Mag; ftrate, and then joyn hands with the Arminians, whe 
dunt, wna givcas much to the Magiltrate as the Pope hath formerly ufur- 
Chrift pare ped? 2. Appeals liein tbe tame line cf fuoordination, and 
X r Ye do Rot gods g nere in genu ; but the civil ard Ecclefiafticall 
ce fit cenceffa Courts {tind not in oneline, neither are they of one kind and 
urfocianea = ature; they are d[porata, non fubordixata. 3. They who 
producti demon. receive appeals, havealío power to exccute the fentence, elfe 
firant. 4c Pry, the appeal isin vain. But the Magiltrate hath no power to exe- 
ne T ~ cute the Church cerfure, nor tofhut out of the Church, our 
provocatione oppofites themfelves being Judges. It was not therefore with- 
proprie ditam, out juft caufe that Auguftine did very much tlame the Donatists 
putas kecad for their appealing from the Ecclefi-ftical A(femblies , to the 
Magiftratur =! Emperors and civil C-urts, Evif. 48. and Epift. 162. 
“arp vitii There are two examples alledg«d. fro:n Scripture for ap- 
seft, quen ejus peals from Ecclefialtical to Civil Courts : One is the example of 
execurio pets feremiahs Fer, 36. Theother istheexample of Paul, AG. 25. 
ipfos non fit. But neither of the two provethe point. For 1. Premiak was 
not cenfured by the Priefts with any Spir'tusll or Ecclefraftical 
cenfure ( of which alone cut controverfie is) but the Pricfts 
took him and faid to hia» , Thou fhalt farely die. Fer. 26.8. 
2. Would God that every Cnriftian Magiftrate may protect the 
fervants of God from {uch unjak fencences and perfecuting de- 
crees, When Ecclefiafticall Courts are made up of bloody 


perfecu- 
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perfecuters , that is an extraordinary evil which muft have 
anextraordinary remedy. 3. Neither yet is there any fyllable 


of Feremiabs appealing from the Priefts to the Princes , but - 


the Text faith , when the Princes of Judah beard thefe things, 
then they came up, &c. verfe10. thatis, The Princes fo foon 
as they undei (tood that the Prielts had taken Peremiah , and had 
faid to him Thoz fhalt furely dic. verfe8. And being alfo infor- 
med that all the people were gathered together tumultuovfly and 


diforderly again(t the Prophet, verfe 9. They thought it their — 


duty to refcuethe Prophet from the Pricíts and people, that he 
might be examined and judged by the civil Court,he being chal- 
lenged and accufed as one worthy to die. 

As for Pauls Appellation to Cefar. Firft, It is fuppofed 
by our oppofites that he appealed from the Ecclefiaftical. Sane 


hedrio of the Jews , whichis a great miltake; For he ape- 
pealed from the Judgementefeat ot Festus to Cefar; that iss. 


from an inferiour civil Court, to a fuperiour civil Court, which 
he had juft caufe to do : for though Festus had not yet given 
forth any fentence againtt Paul, yet he appeals 4 gravamine, 
and it was a great grievance indeed, whileas Feftws fhew'd 
himfelfto be a moft corrupt Judge , who though the Jews could 
prove none of thofe things whereof they accufed Paul, AG. 25. 

7. ( which fhould have made Fetus to acquit and difmiffe him) 
yet being willing to do the Jews a pleafure, he would have Pant. 
to go to ferufalem, thereto be judged before himflf. verfe 9. 


Now this was all the favour that the Jews had defired of Fefus,. 


that he would fend Paul to Jerufalem they laying wait in the 


way to kill him, verf. 3. Noappellation here from the Sanhe-. 
drin at Jerufalem , where he had notas yet compeered to be, 


examined , far leffe could he appeal from any fentence of the 


Sanhedrin. The moft which can be with any colour alleadged. 


from the Text, is, that Pas declined to be judged by the San- 
hedrin at Jerufalem , they not being his competent and proper 


Judges inthat caule. — 7 frand at Cefars Judgements feat faith hey 


Where 1 ought to be judged; meaning that he was accufed as wor- 
thy of death; for fedition, and offending again(t Cefar ; where- 
of he ought to be judged onely at. Ce/ars Tribunal; not by the 


Jews, who were no Judges of fuch matters, A declinator of a. 


a! Judge 
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Judge is one thing , and Appellation from his Judgement ot 
fentenceis another thing, But put the cafe that Pas had indeed 
appealed from the Sanhedrin at Peru/alem, either it was the 
civil Sanhedrin, or the Ecclefiafticall, If the civil, it is ng 
Prefident for appeals from Ecclefiaftical Courts, If the Ecs 
clefiaftical, yet that ferveth not for appeals from Ecclefiafticall 
Courts in Ecclefiafticall caufes ; for it was a capital crime 
whereof Panl wasaccufed. Nay, putthe cafe that Pas! had 
at that time appealed from the Ecclefiaftical Sanhedrin in an 
Ecclefiaftical caufe : yet neither could that kelp our oppofites, 
for the government of the Chriftian Church, arid the govern- 
ment of the Jewifh Church wereat that time feparate and di- 
ftinct, fo that the Ecclefiaftical Court, which fhould have 
judged of any fcandall given by Paul (if at all he ought to have 
béen cenfured ) had beena Chriftian Synod, not a Jewi(h San- 
hedrin. And {o much of Appeals. Of which Queftion Tri- 


_ glandim, Revius , and Cabeljavim , have peculiarly and fully 


written. Three famous Academies alfo, of Leyden, Groening, 
and Urreckt , did give their puolike tetimonies againft appeals 
from Ecclefiaftical tocivil Courts. And the three Profeffors of 
"Utrecht in their teftimony do obteft all Chriftians that love 
truth and peace, to be cautious and wary of the Arminian poy- 
fon lurking in the contrary Tenent. SeeCabeljav. defenfio pote- 
frat Ecclefiastica. pag. 6o. 

It isfurther obj«&ted , That thus fixing a fpirituall jurifdi- 
&ion ia Church-officers , we ere two collateral Powers in 
the Kingdom, theCivil and the Ecclefiaftical , unleffe all Ece 
clefiaftical Coürts be fubordinate to Magiftracy, as to a certain 
head-fhip. Z. y l 

Anfw. There isa fubordination of Perfons here, but a 
co-ordination of powers: A fubordination of Perfons, be- 
caufe as the Minilters of the Church are fubjec to the civil 
Magiftrate, they being members of the Common-wealth or 
Kingdom ; So the Magiítrate is fnbject to the Minifters of the 
Church , he being a Church: member. = 

The former we affert againft Papifts, who fay that theCler- — 
gy isnot fübje&ttothe Magi(ttate, The latter we hold againft 
LLL Ei o 
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Again , a co-ordination of powérs; becaufe as the fübje&ion ^ 


. of theperfon of the Chriftian Magiftrateto the Paftors and El- 
dersof the Church, in things pertaining to God, doth not 
inferre the fübordination of the power and office of the Magi- 
(trate to the Church-officers : So the fabje&tion of Paftors and 
Eiders to the Magiftrate inall civil things ( as other members 
of the Common- wealth are fübje& ) may well confift with the 
co-ordination of the Ecclefiaftical power with the civil. And 
as it is an error in Papifts te make the fecular power dependant 
upon, and derived from the Ecclefiafticall power : So it is 
an error in others to make the Ecclefialtical power derived 
from , and dependant upon the civil power: for the Ecclefia- 
ftical power is derived from Chrift, Epbef. 4. 11. 

And now while I am expreffing my thoughts, Iam the more 
confirmed in the fame , by falling upon the conceffion of one 
whois of a different Judgement; For he who wrote fis Regum 
in oppofition to all fpiritual authority exercifed under any 
forme of Ecclefiaftical Government , doth notwithítanding 
acknowledge pag. 16. Both of them (the Magiltrate and the 


Minifter ) save thsir Commiffion immediatly from God , and each. 


ef them are fubjeE tothe other , without any fubordination of offices 
from the one tothe other , for the Magiflrate is no lefe fubjeEt tothe 
operation of the Word fromthe mouth of the Minifter, then any 
other man whatfoever: And the Minifler again isas much fubjedt 
to tbe authority of the Magistrate as any other Subj: ft Whatfoever ; 
And therefore though there be no f'abordination of Offices, yet is 
there of Per(ous z the Perfon of a Minifler remaining a Subjctt, 
but not the function of the AMüniflery. He might have faid the 
{ame of the exercife of Church-diícipline which he faith of the 
preaching of the Word, for the fame Chrift who-gave the keyes 
of do&rine, gsve allo the keys of difcipline, without any tye 
to make the ufe thereof fubje&t to the pleafure of the civil. Ma- 
giltrate. Let him prove thatthe miniftery of the Word is not 
fubordinate to, nor dependant upon the Magiftrate; and I (hall 
prove by the fame medium , that the miaiftery of Church-cen- 
fures hath as little of. that fabordination in it. 
ene - muft adde, that ont of all others can our Inde- 
pendent brethre the Presbyterians with the fetting u 
en esae. y | — 
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of an Ecclefiaftical Government co-ordinate with, and not fub- 
ordinate unto the civil Government : For themfelves hold as 
muchiathis point (if not more ) then wedo. Take for in- 
[tance Mr. Cotrow his keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven, publifhed 
by Mr. Goodwyn and Mr. Nye, pag. 49. The firft Subjed of 
the minifteriall power of the keyes , though it be independent in re- 
[pe of derivation of power fromthe power of the fword to the per- 
formance of any [piritual administrations &c. Pag. 93. As the 
Ghurch is (ubjett to the [Word of the Magistrate in things Which 
concerne the civil peace: fo the Magiflrate (if Chriftian ) is fub- 
je& to the keyes of the Church. &ce ` ; 
As for that collaterality which is obje&ted, I anfwer, The 
Civil and Ecclefiaftical power , if we fpeak properly , arenot 
yy collateral, x. They have rfo footing upon the fame ground : 
there may be many fubject to the Magiftrate , who are no 
Church-Members , and fo not under the Spiritual power : and 
7^ where the fame perfons are fubject to both the, powers, there 
is no more collaterality in this cafe, nay, not fo much, as is 
betwixt the power of a Father in one man, and the power of a 
Mafter in another man, when both powers are exercifed upon 
the fame man who is both a fon and a fervant. 2. Powers 
that are collateral, are of the fame eminency and altitude, of the 
fame kinde and nature; but the civil Power is a Dominion and - 
T Lordfhip : the Ecclefiaftical power is Minifterial, not Lordly. 
f 3, Collateral powers do mutually and alike exercife authority 
over each other refpectively. But, though the Magiftrate may 
exercife much authority in things Ecclefiaftical , Church-Offi- 
, cers can exercife no authority in things civil. The Magiftrates 
y authority is Ecclefiaftical objective, though not formaliter: but 
the Chburch-Officers authority is not civil fo much as obje&tive, 
not being exercifed about either civil, criminal, or capital cafes. 
4. Collateral powers are fubordinate to, and derived from the 
Supreme and Original power , like two branches growing out 
of the fametock , two ftreams flowing from the fame foun- 
tain , twolines drawn from the fame center , two arms under 
the fame head. But the power of the Magiftrate is fubordinate 
unto , and dependeth upon the Dominion of God the ` 
Creator of all: the pewer of Church-Officers dependeth up - 
; à on 
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on the Dominion of Chrift, the Mediator and King of the 3 
Church. | 

I (hall conclude my anfwers to the prefent O5je&tions with 
the Teftimony of learned d Saimafins, who hath fo overthrown (d) Apparat. 
the Papal and Prelatical Government from Scripture and anti. 2d lib. de Pri- 
quity that he hath withall preferved , yea {trengthened the di- 527^ ppt 
(tin&ion of civil Government and Church-government , and ds ipfa nud 
holdeth that Church-cenfures and civil punithments do very curant Paftores, 


well confift and fweetly agree together. — " quantum atrenet 

ad animeeuram, 
P aftoribus fuis fubdita eft.$1 corporis ratio agatur , fummum inillud Imperium. habent Principes ac 
Supremi Magiftratus. Delicta igitur bominum dupliciter puniuntur, aut in anima. fola, aut in cor- 
pore. Pæne qua corporis necem aut noxam inferunt, aut bonorum ami(fionem , a Magiftratu civili in- - 
fliguntur : Qua vero animarum Caftigationem Cy emendationem fpeBant, per Miniftrum Ecclefie im- 
ponunrur. Summa earum poenarum excommunicatio efl. Et infra. Idem peccatum in eodem homine 
aliter vindicat Magiftratus civilis, aliter punit Miner Ecclefie. 


I have now done with the negative part of this prefent 
Controverfie, what the power of the Magiftrate in Ecclefiafti- 
cisisnot. I proceed to thepofttive part, whatit is. To this 
I will fpeak firt more generally , then more particu- 
tariy. | 

For the general, I hold with the large Con%ffion of Faith 
of the Church of Scotland; Art. 25. Moreover to Kings, 
Princes, Rulers, and Magiftrates, We affirm, that chiefly and 
moft principally , the confervation and the purgation of the Reli- 
gion appertains s (o that not onely they ave. appointed for civil Po- 
liey . but alfo for maintenance of the true Religion , and for fap- 
preffing of Idolatry and Superftition Wwhatfoever. To the fame 
purpofe, Calvin, Inffit. lib. 4. cap. 20. t-g. Hoe nomine 
maxime laudantnr fantli Reges, quod Dei cultum corrüpttim 
vel ever[um ve[lituerint , vel curam gefferint Religions , ut fab 
il pura © incolumis floreret, The like feein Zanckins in 4. 
prec. pag. 791. andin Polanus Syntag. lib. 10. cap.65. They 
hold that the Chriftian Magiftrate his Office, as concerning 
Religion , is, diligently to sake care thas in bis Dominion, or 
Kingdom, Religion from the pure Word of God, expounded by 
the Word of Godit-felf, and under ftood according to the Principles 
of Faith ( Which others call the Analogy of Faith ) be either in- 
ee ^  Nna fituted, 
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fiituted, or ( being inflitnted ) kept pure; or being corrmpred, 
be rcflored and reformed: shat falfe Dettrines , Abufes, Idols, 
aud Super ftitions be taken away , tothe glory of God, and to bus 
own and hes Subjetts falvation. Urtothefe things I de affent as 
urto fafe and undoubted truths. 

But for the clearer ua erftanding and enodation éf our pre- 
fent Qadtion , I wili particularize and explain what I hold, by 
thefz five following Diftinctions. 

I. Diffingue materiam {ubj:Gam. There ate two forts of 
things belonging to the Church, Some which are intrinfecal , 
and belonging to the foul or inward man , directly and prima- 
riy. Such thinesare not to be difpenfed and adminiftred by 
the civil Magiftrate , I mean the Word and Sacraments, the 
Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, the Sufpenfion or Excom- 
munication of CEurch-Officers or Members, the Ordination 
or Depofition of Officers, the Determination and Refolution 
from Scripture ot Controverfies concerning the Faith, the 
Worfhip of God , the Government of the Church, Cafes of 
Confcience. Thefe being in their nature, end, andufe, meer- 
ly fpiritual , and belonging not te the outward man, but tothe 
inward man cr foul, are committed and intrufted te the Pa- 
(tors and other ruling Officers of the Church, and are not of 
civil and extrinfecal , but of Ecclefiaftical and intrinfecal cog- 
nizance and Judgement. There are other things belonging to the 
Church, which areextrinfecal and do properly belong to the 
outward man, andare common to the Church with other hu- 
mane Societies or Corporations. Things of this kinde fall 
within the civil Jurifdiction. For the Churches of Chrift, be- 
ing Societies of men and women, and parts of Common- 
wealths, are accountable unto and punifhable by the civil Ma- 
giftrate , in their bodizs , lives, civil Liberties, and tempo- 
ral Eftates, for trefpafles agzin{t the Law of God or the Law. 
of the Land: By the Law of God Iunderftand here fas divi- 
num naturale, thatis, the moral Law or Decalogue, as it 
bindeth all Nations ( whether Chriftians or Infidels ) being the 
Law of the Creator and King of Nations. The Magiítrate by 
his authority, may and induty ought to keep his Subjects with- 
in the bounds of external obedience to that Law, and punifh 

the 


| Chap. 8. Ordinance of Church-Gowernment vindicated. 


the external man with external punifhments for external tref- 
paffes againft that Law. From this obligation of the Law , and 
fabje&ion tothe corrective power of the Magiftrate, Chri- 
(tian Subjects are no more exempted then Heathen Subjects, 
but rather more ftraitly obliged. So that if any fuch trefpaffe 
is committed by Church- Officers or Members, the Magiftrate 
hath power and authority to {ummon, examine, judge, and 
(after jut conviction and proof ) to punifh thefe, as well as 
other men. We do therefore abominate the difloyal Papal Te- 
nent ,:that Clergy men are not to be examined and judged by 
civil, but by Ecclefiaítical Courts onely , even in caufes civil 
and criminal. Whereof fee Duarenms de Sacr. Eccl. Adinift. lib. 
I.cap.2. Spelman Concil. Britann, Tom... pag.413. 

] further explanemy felf by that common diftin@ion, that 
there are two forts of things that belong to the Church, wi cow 


and esto, things inward, and thiegs outward, For Church. 
Officers and Church-members do confift (as other men ) of a @ 


foul, and of atody. All things properly belonging to the foul 
or internal man, ( which here we call things inward ) are the 
objet of Ecclefialtical power given to Church-officers, Pa- 
ftors, and other ruling officers. But what belongs to the 
ontward man, tothe bodies of Church-officers and members 
( which things are oxtward ) the judging and managing thereof, 


is inthe hand of the Magiftrate, who ruleth not onely ris £z, jj 
thofe that are Without, whom the Church jadgeth not, but zz £z, p J 


Tiséxxdnoiag, the things outward of the Church, Salmafius calls 
the power pE Ale Magiltrate in things Ecclefiaftical ibo tar 
mom, théiapard E pilcopacy or overfeetxg. Which well agreeth 


with that Which Conftantine laid to the Bifhops , uds M» rev |] 
J) 


Eio Ts Sy y nola; , eye) dw Twv turg. Yow are made Bijbops of the 
snWard things of the Church, I of the things outward. Sothat he 
doth not affume their government , but diftinguifheth his from 
theirs, This external infpection and adminiftration of the Ma- 
giftrate, in reference to Religion, istwofold. 1. Correfive, 
by external! punifhments. 2, Asxiliary; by.externall bene- 
fits and adminicles, The Magiftrate may and ought to be both 
Cuftos Cf vindex utrin(, Tabula , he ought to preferve both the 
firft and fecond Table ef the holy and good Law of God, from 
Nn3 being 
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being defpifed and violated,and punifh by corporal ot other tem- 
poral panifhments fuch (whether Church. Officers or Church- 
members) as openly difhonour God by groffe offences, either a- 
gainft the firlt or againft the fecond Table; and this he doth as 
Gods Deputy and Vicegerent fubordinate and fubfervient to that 
univerfall dominion which God almighty exercifeth over tha 
children of men. But in doing hereof, he is alfo helpfull and ufe- 
full to the Kingdom of Chri(t as Mediator ; Magiltracy being 
( in the refpects aforefaid ) ferviceable and profitable (as to or- 
der the Commoz- wealth aright, fo alfo) to purge the Church 
of fcandals, to promotethe courfe of the Gofpel, and the e- 
dification of oneanother. But how ? not perfe&ly, but pro 


y tanto; notevery way, but more fuo; not intrinfecally , but 


extrinfecally ; not primarily , but fecundarily ; not directly, 
but ex confequentis not fub formalitate (candali, fed fub formali- 


J+ d" rate criminis , notunder the notion of fcandall, but of erime; 


6 The Magiftrate in punifhingall crimes committed by any in the 


Church ( whichare contrary to the Law of God) in fuppref- 
fing tumults , diforders , in protecting the Church from dan- 
ger, harme , ortnolcítation, in putting a hook in the noftrils, 
and a bridlein the monthes of unruly , ocftinate, and contu- 
macious inners , who vexe the Church, andcreate trouble to 
the people of God ; in fo doing, hedoth by confequence, and 
vemovendo prohibens , purge the Church, and advance the 
Kingdom of Chrift , and. the courfe of the Gofpel : In the 
mean while not depriving the Church of her owne intrinfecall 
power and Jurifdiction, but making it rather more fh Aull 
by the aid of the fecular power. ` And fo much of the corre- 
&ive part of the Magiftrates adminiftration. The other part cf 
his adminiftration in reference to Religion, is auxiliary, or af- 
fitant tothe Church. For the Magiltrate watcheth over the 
outward bufineffe of the Church, not onely by troubling thofe 
perfons, and puni(hing thofe fins that trouble the Ifrael of 
God; but by adminiftring fuch things as are neceffary for the 
well being and comfortable fubfiftence of the Church, and for 
that. end , doth convocate Synods pro ve vata , (befide the: ordi- 
nary and fet meetings ) and prefideth therein. (if he pleafe ) in 


J| externall order , though not in theSynodicall debates and re- 


folutions 
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folutions : He addeth his civil fanGion to the Synodical refülts, 
if he find nothing therein which may hurt Peace or Juftice in 
the Common-wealth. The Magiftrate ought alfo to take care 
of the maintenance of the Miniftery , Schooles, poor, and of 
good works for neceffary ufes ; that Religion and Learning may 
not want their neceffary adminicles. Finally, He ought to 
take care that all Churches be provided with an able, orthodox, 
and Godly Miniftery , and Schools with learned and well 
qualified Teachers , fuch as (hall be beft approved by thofe to 
whom it belongeth to examine and Tudge of their qualifications 
and parts. Andall chefe wayes the Magiftrate ought to be, and 
the well affz&ed Magiftrate hath becn and is a nurfing Father to 
the Church of Chrift. F | 

2. My fecond diftin&ion fhall be this : The Magiftrate may 
and ought not onely to conferve Jattice, peace and order in the 
Common. wealth, and in the Church, asit is in the Common- 
wealth, but alfo to take fpeciall care of the confervation of 
the true Reformed Religion , and of the Reformation of it 
when and wherein it needeth to be reformed, imperative, not 
elicitivé. The Magiftrate faith Dr. Rivet on the decalogue, pag. 
262. is neither to admini(ter Word, nor Sacraments, nor 
Church difcipline, &c. but he is to take care that all thefe 
things be done by thofé whom God hath called thereunto. 


. What ever is properly fpiritual belonging to the foul and in- - 


ward man ( fuch as Church-ceníures , and the other particu- 
Jars before mentioned ) cannot be actus elicitus of the Magi- 
ftrate: The Magiftratecan neither immediatione fuppofitt, nor 
immediatione virtutis, determinecontroverfies of faith, ordain 
Minifters, fufpend from the Sacraments, or excommunicate, 
He can neither doe thefe things himfelf ; nor are they done 
in the name and authority of the Magiftrate or by any Mini- 
fteriall power receeived from him , but in the name 
and authority of Jefus, Cbrift , and by the power given 
from Jefus Chrift. Yet all thefe and generally the admi- 
niftration of the keyes of the Kingdom of heaven , are altus 
imperati of the Chri(tiam Magiftrate , and that both antecedenter 
and confequenter, Antecedently, the Magiftrate may command 
Church-officers to fufpend or excommunicate all obftinate and 

{candalous 
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,ícandalous perfons : he may command the Claffis to ordain able 
and godly minifteis , and no other : he may command a Synod 
to meet , to debate and determine fuch or fucha controverfie. 
Confequently alfo, when the thing isexamined , judged, refol- 
ved, or done by the Ecclefiafticall power, the Magiftrate hath 
power and authority to adde his civil fan&ion confirmation, 
otratification, to make the Eccleftafticall fentence to be obey- 
ed and íuomitted unto by all whom it concerneth. In all 
which the Chriftian Magiftrate doth exceeding much for the 
confervatien and purgation of Religion : not eliciendo aftus, 
doing or exercifing by himfelf or by hisowne authority aés of 
Church-Government or difcipline , but taking care , that 
fuch and fuch things be done by thofe to whom they do 
belong, » à 
3. Diltinguith the direflive part and the coercive 
part. The directive part, in the confervation or purgati- 
on of Religion , doth belong to the Minifters and ruling 
Officers of the Church affembled together ; In adminiftring” 
therefore that which concerneth Religion and peoples fpiri- 
tuall good , the Magiftrate not onely juvatur, but dirigitur, is 
not onely helped, but direéted by the Ecclefiaktical directive - 
power ; Fest. Hox. Diff. 30. Thef. 6. Magiltracy may fay 
to Miniftery as Mofes faid to Hobab; Thou mayeft be to us 
in flcad of eyes. Ad facra Religionis informationem , fiaclis 
Magiftr aries verbi divisi adminiflris , veluti oculis , uti de- 
bet; and for that end he is to make ufe of confiftoriall and 
Synodicall Affemblies fay the Profeflors of Leyden , Synopf.. 
pur. Theel. Disp. $0. Thef. 44. But the coercive part , 1n 
compelling the obftineteand unruly, to fuomitto the Pres- 
J  byterial or Synodicall fentence , belongs to the Magiftrate. 
Not as if the Magiftrate had nothing to do, butto be an exe- 
cutioner of the pleafure of Church-officers , oras if he were 
by'a blind and implicite faith to conftrain all men to ftand to 
their determination. God forbid. The Magiltrate mult have 
his full liberty tojudge of that which he 1s to compell men to 
do, tojudge of it, not onely judicio apprekenfiva, by undere 
(tanding and apprehending aright what itis, but judicio difere- 
tive, by the judgement of Chriffian prudence and difcretion, 
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examining by the Werd of God, the grounds, reafors,and war- 
rants of thething, that he may in Faith, and mot deubtingly, 
adde hisauthority thereto. Yn which judging, he doth fadi- ; ; 
care, but not Fudicem agere 5 thatis , he is judex [uarøm atio- ) | 
sum, he judgeth whether he ought to adde his civil authority 
to this or that which feemeth good to Church-officers, and 
doth not concur therewith, except he be fatifüed in his Confci- 
ence that he may do fo; yetthis makes him not fupreme Judge 
or Governour in all Ecclefia(tical caufes, which is the Preroga- 
tive of Jefus Chrift, revealing his will in, his word : nor. yet. 
doth it inveft the Magiftrate with the fabordinate minifteriall 
forenficall directive judgement in Ecclefiaftical things or caules, 
which belongeth to Ecclefiafticall not to civil Courts. 

4. Diftinguifh between a Cumulative and a Privative 
authority, The Mag {trate hath indeed an authoritative influence 
into matters of Religion and Church-Government; but it is 
cumulative, thatis, the Magiftrate takes care that Church-of- 
ficers as wellas other Subje&s may do thofe things which ex 
officio they are bound todo; and when they dofo, heaideth, 
aífifteth ,; ftrengtheneth, ratifieth, and in his way, makethef- 
fe&uall what they do. But that which belongs to the Magi- 
{trate is not privative, in reference tothe Ecclefia(tical Go- 
vernment. Itisunderfteod falvo jure Ecclefiaflico s for the Ma~ 
giftrate is a nurfing Father, not a {tep-Father to the Church : 
and the Magiltrate (as well as other men ) js under that tye; 
2 Cor. 13.8. We can do nothing against. the ‘Trath, but.for the, 
Truth, This Previfo therefore 1s juftly made ; that whatever 
power the Magiftrate hath in matters of Religion , it isnot to 
hinder the free exercife of Church difcipline and cenfures againlt 
{candalous and obftinate finners.;.. . 2° 5g (ty o 

As the Gafuifts in other cafes diftingsith Lucrum ceffans,and 
damnum emergens fo mult we diftinguifh bet ween the Magiftrate 
bis doing no good to the Church, and his doing evil to the 
Church : between his not affiting , and his oppofing : bet ween 
his n Pallowing pr authorizing, and his forbidding or reftrain- 
Ing. It doth properly and of right belong to the Magiftrate to 
adde a civil fan&ion and ftrength of a law for ftrengthning and 
aiding the exercife of Church difcipline , or nottoadd it. And 

Oo » himfel£ 
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himfelf is Judge whether to add any fuch cumulative a& of fa- 
vour or not, But the Magiftrate hath no power nor authority 
to lay bands and reftraints upon Church. officers to hinder any 


“of Chrifts ordinances , or to forbid them to do what Chrift 


hath given them acommiffiontodo. And ifany fuch reftraints 
of prohibitions or lawes fhould be laid on us, we ought to obey 
God rather than men. 
s. Diftingue tempora. Whatever belongs to the Magiftrate 
in matters of Religion, more then falls under the former di- 
ftinctions, isextraordinary, and doth not belong to ordinary 
Government.  Inextraordinary reformations the Magiltrate 
may do much by his owne immediate authority , when Synods 
have made defection either from the truth of doctrine, or from 
holineffe and godline(fe : yet in fuch a cafe he ought to cenfult 
with fuch orthodox gedly Divines as can be had, either in his 
owne or from other Dominions. Fe/?. Hon. Difp. 30. Thef. 5. 
And fo much be fpoken of the Magiftrate his power and duty 
in things and caufes Ecclefiafticall. As we donot deny to the 
Magiftrate any thing which the Word of God dothallow him, 
fo we dare not approve his going beyond the bounds and limits 
which God hath fet him. And I pray God that this be not found 
to be thebottome of the controverfie, Whether Magiftracy fhall 
be an arbitrary Government ; ifnot in civil, yet in Ecclcfiafti- 
cal things? Whether the Magiltrate may do, or appoint to be 
done im the matter of Church.Government , admiffion to, or 
exclufion from the Ordinances of Chrift , what ever fhall feem 
good in his eyes ? And whether in purging of the Church he is. 
obliged to follow therules of Scripture, and to confult with 
learned and godly Minifters? although Eraftus himfelf ( asis 
before obferved ) and Sutlivius (agteat follower of him ) de 
Presbyr. cap. 8. ate afhamed of, and do difclaim fuch affertions. 
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BDILAE TX. 
That by the Word of God there ought 


to b» another Government befrde 
Magiftracy cr Civil Goveram nt, 
r amely an Ecclefiaflical Government 
( properly fo call d ) inthe bands f 
Church-offic.rs. | 


His Queftion hath arifen from Mr. Colemans third and 
fourth rule which he offered to the Parliament, excluding 

all Government of Church-officers , Minifters and El- 
ders; that is, as he expounds himfclf all corrective govern. 
ment, leaving them no power except what is meerly doctrinal, 
and appropriating all government properly fo called to the Ma- 
giltrate onely. Mr. H»ffey following him falls in the fame 
ditch with him. The Qucftionis not whether Church-officers. 
ought to haveany fharein: the Civil Government? Nor whe- 
ther Church-officers may have any Lordly government or impe- 
rious domination over the Lords heritage ? Nor whether 
Church-Officers may exercife an arbitrary irregular Govern- 
ment, and ruleas themfelves lift ? God forbid. But the Quefti- 
on plainly is, Whether there may not, yea ought not to be in 
the Church a Minifteriall or Ecclefiaftical Government proper- 
ly fo called , befidethe civil Government or Magiftracy. Mr. 
Coleman did, and Mr. Haffey doth hold there ought net. I 
Oo2 hold 
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hold there cught : and 1 fhall propound for the affirmative thefe 
Arguments. 

The firft Argument I draw from 1 Tim. 5. 17. ài — 
cesis me wpecGureeg, Elders that vule wel. Mr. Hu ty pag. 8. 
askes whether the word Elder be prima, or fecunda notio. 1f 
prima notio , why mult not Elder women be Church-officers as 
wellas Elder men? If fzevsda notio for a ruling Officer, Par- 
Jiament men, Kings and all Civil Governours are fuch Elders. 
I know no ufe which that dittinction of prims and fecunda notis 
hath in this place, except to let us know that heunderftands 
thefe Logicall termes. | Egregiam vero lauaem. He might have 

. faved himfclf the. labour, for who knowes not Hieromes ditin- 
dion? Elder is either a word of age cr of office : but in Eccle. 
fiafticall ufe it isa word of cffice. Mr. Huffeys fiit notion con- 
cerning Elder women is no mafculine notion. His fecond nc- 
tion 1s an anti- parliamentary notion." For the honourable Houe 
fes of Parliament inthe fit words of their Ordinance concer- 
ning ordination of Minifters have declared, that by the word of 
Goda Bifhop and a Presbyter or Elder are allone; for thus be- 
ginneth the Ordinance , Whereas the Word Presbyter , that is to | 
fey Elder , andtheword Bifbop, do in the Scripture intend and fi- 
gn ifie one and the fame funttion, cee. Therefore Parliament men 
and civil Governors cannot be the Elders mentioned by the A- 
poftle Paul, except Mr. Huffey make them Bifhops, and inveít 
them with power cf ordination. Befidesthis, if Kings and 
Parliament men be {uch Elders as are mentioned in this Text , 
then the Minifters of the Word muft have not onely an equall 
fharein Government, but more honour and maintenance then 
Kings and Parliament men. See how well Mr. Huffy pleadeth 
for Chriftian M agiftracy : Itis alfoan anti-Scripturall notion; 
for fome of thofe Elders that ruled well, did labour in the 
Word and Dz&rine, as Pas tells usin the very {anse place ; 
thefe. ( fure) are not civil Governours. Wherefore Mr. Ha fey 
moft feek a third notion beforé he hit the Apoftles meaning. It 
is not bujus loci to debate from this Text thediftinction of two: 
forts of Elders; though among all the anfwers whichever I . 
heard or read, Mr. Huffeys isthe weakeft, pag. 11. that by El- 
ders that labour in the; Word and Doctrine, are meant thofe 

T | Miniftere 
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Minifters whofe excellencie lies in Doctrine aad inltrection, 

and that by Elders that rule, are meant thofe that give reproof. 

He contradiftinguifhetha reproving minifter from a minifter 

Jabouring in the Word and Do@rine. The very reproof given 
byaminilter wiil be, ( it feemes ) at laft challenged as an act 

of government. It is as wide from themark , thathe will 

have thetwo forts of Elders to differ thus; that the one muft 

governe and not preach, the other muft preach and not govern; 
* not obferving that the Text makes ruling to be common to 

both. The one doth both rule and labour in the Word and Do- 

&rine : The other rulethone'y , and is thercforecalled ruling 

Eldir, non guia folus praest , fed quia folum precft. ` But to let 

all thefe things be laid afide as heterogeneous tothis prefent Ar- 

gument :the point is, here are Rulers in the Church who are 

no civil Rulers. Yea this my Argument from this Text was 

clearly yeclded by Mr. Coleman in his Maledicis pag.8.But 1 Wi 

deal clearly faish he, thefe Officers are Miniflers , which arein- 

fritated not here 3 but elfe- where = and chefe are the Rulers here mene 

tioned. Ergo, heyecldeth Ecclcfiaftical rulers (and thofe ine- 

ftituted ) diftin@ from Magiftracy. Neither isita Lordly but 

a minifteriall ruling of which our Queftion is. For my part 

faith Mr. Haffey , I kno% not how Lordjbip and Government doth. 

diff.r one fram another. Then every Governour of a (hip muft be 

alord.- Then every Steward of a great houle mult be lord of 

theHoufe. There is an oeconomicall er minifterial government, 

and of that we mean. 

My fecond Argument I takefrom 1 Theft 5.12. And we 

bcfeech you brethren to know them which labour among you, and are 

over you in the Lord, and admonifh you. Vogiguutres vuars qui 

prefunt vob. Hence doth Calvin conclude gt Church (e) Prafunt in 
Government diftin& from civil government, for this isa fpiri- Domino. — Hoc 
tuali Government , itis inthe Lord, thatis inthe name of the 444m vider 
Lord, or. (asothers) in things pertaining to God. Hence iima regi- 
alfo Bezaargueth againít Epifcopall Government; becaufethe men. Tamerf 
Elders in the Apoftolique Churches did governin common. enim Reges quo- 

ue (9 Mapi- 

frati Dei ordinatione prafunt , quia tamen Eccleft e gubernationem Dominus ban eur ri 
agnofci , ideo neminatim preeffe in Domino dicuntur , qui Chrifli nomine. gy mandato Ecclefiam gu- 
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But faith Mr. Br ffey pag. 18. Pafor telletb ra that qosictua with 
A genitive cafe Bgnifieth precedo, and then it fignificth no move 
ut them that go before you , either by Dottrise or example. Ian- 
{wer firít to the matter , next tothe force of the Word. For 
the matter, certainly the mesmas or ruling power of minifters, 
is not meerly doctrinall or per{wafive, asis manifeft by 1 Tim. 
5.17. where thofe who are not convinced of two forts of Ele 
ders, are yet fully convinced of two fortsof acts, the act of 
ruling, andthe act of teaching. Whatfoever that Text hath 
moreinit, or hath not, thisit hath, that thofe who labourin 
the Word and Doctrine, areRulerss but they are more. efpeci- 
ally to be honoured for their labouring in the Word and Do- 
rine. Next, astotheforce of the Word, if it betrue which 
Mr, Haffey here faith, then the Englith Tra: flators that read 
are over yous Calvin, Biza, Buliinger, Gualrher, and others 
that here follow Hicrome, and read prefunt vobis; Arias Mon- 
tanus whoreads prefidentes vobis, have not well underftood the 
Greek, Butif Mr. Hafzy would needs correctall thefe and 
many more, Why did he not at leat produce fome inftances to 
fhew us wherethe words gegistuerG, or egstcur, Or meos, OF 
gesait Ot wessaret, re uled for no more, but a mecr going 
before, either by doctrine er example, without any power or 
authority of Government. Yeaif this here be no more tut a 
going before either by Do&riae or example, then every good = ~ 
Chriftian who goeth before others by good example is 4,4. 
pG; Neither will that of the genitive cafe help him , for fee 
thelike I Tim. 3.4. TE tle bims vaos cesigtuevoy, one that ruleth 
well his owne boufe , Mr. Huffey will make it no more but this, 
one that goeth before bis owne honfe , by teaching them , or by gi- 
ving them good example, though the very next words tell us 
there is morein it, and that is authoritative governement ; 
having bis children in (ubjeftion, So ver. 12. rexvay gads medse- 
ucro, ruling their children well. Pa/or is not at allagainft my 
fence, but for it: for if Mt. Huffey will make Pafor to fay that 
cejisiuar With a genitive doth never fignifie any more but prece- | 
P 


do, then he makes him to fay both that whichis manifeftly falfe, 
and infe faying to contradict himfelf , for Pa/or tells us alfo,the 
word fignificth pra/wm, and for that he cites 1 Tim. 3. 4. 

. where 
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where it is with a genitive. Sometime indeed with a genitive 
it may beturned precedo, as Pafor faith, but he citeth onely 
Tit. 3.8. whereitisnot Genitivus perfone (as Y Thef. 5. but 
rei; and we may alfo read preffare, as A. Montanus to excell 
or be chief in good works, or to maintain, as our books 
have it. 

But furthermore I {hall offer for anfwer to Mr. Haffey the 
obfervation of an excellent Grecian. It is (f) Salmafius de (f) Et hee m- 
primatu Pape, pag. V8, 19. messia, to fpeak properly , 1sano- mine difert 
ther thing then geancuns : the tormer fignifieth a power of ju- mermaria À 1 
rifdi&ion and government: the latter a precedence or placing of peto 
one before another : although they are fometimes ufed promifcu. am di potefla- 
— , and although gessanurrealfo aqeancuru. Yea they have te, five prepoft- 
the very-names:of oos ru and odr: ot esie aero C If you Mramcunju- 
look to the native Etymologie of the rede loni ne 2 T 
cedence or ftanding before, even as Antiftites quafi ante ftantes ES par 
and pretor quafi preitor x fuch names being chofen (for mollify- ofa vero ut in 
ing and dulcifying of Government ) as might hold forth prece- Zoco quis fit pri- 
dence, rather then high founding names of power and autho- ?'*colrcatiz, 
rity, Ifhall adde but two teltimonies of ancient Grecians :72 7 ee 
: A , Wem ` PM o Tessari He- 
Plato Epift. 7. near the end : i} uezadAns mpost motas, ka TONNY a pagurus fychius ulko- 
CAAT VOV 5 TH SLUTS TTOAEL TH TU) TUALCITIOOY YPALATA dieu ` UÀ KATE yns interpreta- 
Ayre Orif he that ruleth fome great City , andfuch as hath the twr gubernario- 
dominion over many [maller Cities, fhould unjustly diffribute to ntn vel admini- 
his owne City the means and (ubftance of thofe le fer Cities. Diony- Pror de. 
fins Areopagita Epist. 8. {peaking of 74»/zs his fupreme power € ey 
of rule and government over Ifrael , which was envyéd by Ko- aposta, in 
gab and his faction, calls it ay 42 aa? apssaorap: “Republica A- 

_ Well: Mr. Haffey will try if his Logick can help him , if Perm 
his Greek cannot. Whatfoever this perfon rs that 35 to be beloved. 
be 1s fappofed not inffituted in this place , the fubjeEt is {uppofed not 
handled in any Science, The like he faith afterward pag. 22. that 
we cannot prove from 1.Cor, 5; that Pas did inftitute excom- 
munication, but at moft that he /#ppofed an Inflitution, For 
my part , that Scripture which fuppofeth an Inftitution, fhall 
to me prove an In[titution ; for I am fure that which any Scri- 
pture fuppofeth, muft be true. And herein as I take it, Mr. Coke- 
war. would have faid as I fay, for.in his fourth rale he proved the 

| h Inftitution: 
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 Infliturton of Magiltracy from Row. 13. yet Magiltracy is not 
inftituted in that place, but fuppofed to be inftituted. 

A third Argument [ take from Hebr. 13.7. Remember 
them which have the rule over you , who have [poken unto you the 
word of God s Verf. 17. Obey them that have therule over you, 
and [ubmit your (elves 3 for they watch for your foules , as they that 
mufi give an account. Bullinger and Gualther referre this 17th. 
verle ooth to Magistracy and Miniftery, and fo far they are ours, 
in (haring the rule and government between both, and in ma. 
king obedience due to both. But Ca/vin and many others doe 
better expound the Text of Ecclefiafticall Rulers or Gover- 
nours onel; : wherein Salmafus followeththe Greek Scholiafts, 
who expound the Text of Bifhops or Elders who didin com- 
mon govern the Church, See Walo Meffal. pag. 137. 138. 
That it is not fpoken of civil but of Ecclefiaftical rulers, may 
thus appear : befide that it were hard to take $y&wG- in the 
17^. verfein another fence then it hath verfe 7. or the Rulers 
that watch for the foule, verf. 17. to be any other, then the 
rulers that had fpoken the Word of God, verf. 7. itis further 
to benoted that the Apoftle fpeaks of fuch Rulers as the belee- 
ving Hebrewes had at that time , asis evident by verf. 24. Sa- 

ls Arerins Late all them (E) that have the ruleover yon , and all the Saints, 
Mb mentia and thofe Rulers did watch for their foules, But they had no 
Hebr. 13. 14. Chriftian or godly Magiftrates that watched for their foules, or 
Primum Apofto- whom the Apoftle would thus falute with the Saints. But the 
lm falat fo Wordis jyeutyay faith Mr. Haffey pag. 18. which is ducum, them 
DEM that lead you. The Apoftle hath indeed chofen a word free of 
» D ir: ambition, yet faith Beza, astforitatia maxima, itisa word of 
quo nominein- thegreateft authority, The Syriack hath the fame word here, 
telligotam Mt- by which he rendreth xGepviceis, 1 Cor. 12. 28. And if you 
niftros umet confult the Septuagints , the Word 3,4 - except very rate- 
am Seniores, qu ; : -— 7 k 
reliquos auo- ly Where it fignifieth sw» fen vie drcem (and then, to fpea 
ritate regebant, properly, fubjeCtion and obedience is not dueto the ýyéme® ) 
(5 in oficio de- as Exod. 23.23. whereyetit wasan Angel that was the guide, 
una". — . and fo not without authority : they do ufually and in innumera- 
ble places ufe this word to expreffe one invefted with power 
and authority of Government ;"andthe fame Hebrew words 
"Which they render by iyéue@ and wewysuerG-, are e by 
them 
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by them tranflated Jugo , Jwa'eys ; Laoinevs " owTEd7m 5 MATULIS» 
apo ds epxTigos, pd segno» messas and exem 5 all which 
‘are names of fuperiority, command, and government : 6 siyeucty 
the Governonr, is Pilates higheft Title, Matth. 27,2. And Era- 
fims, lib. cap.2. pag. 312, faith, The Magiftrates of the Gentiles 
"were called by the names of ayeptves and Camus Now $454 
peso and å iyn ate the fame infignification. Stephen in Thef: 
lingva Gr. citech out of PIptarchb ygu O Ti Vepuavía; ; and tells 
ws that fzZouee With a Genitive, and sy£í0» generally is ufed for 
prefum. O° fysuer- is fefiphs greateit Tite, to expreff: his 
government over Egypt, Aéts 7.10. yea, Chrift himfeif is call- 
ed §45ua@ , tocxpreffe his governing or ruling power over 
his Church, Afattb.2.6. Salmafius doth at once fhew us, both 
that the Apoftle means the Elders of the Church under rhe name 
iyeuéras , and that the fame name is nfed forcivil Magiltrates, | 
yca Einperours. ' See Walo Meffal. pag.219,220, Far be it 
from all the Minifters of Chrill, to arrogate or affume any fuch 
dominion as belongs to the civil Magiftrate , or to lord it over 
the Lords Iiheritance. Nay ,. here that rule muft take place, 
Luke 22.26. ô iiptue@ ds à Ranovay, be that is chief , as he that 
ferveth, Onely the holy Ghoft gives to Church-officers thofe 
names ef authority which are given to civil Magiftrates, thereby 
to teach the people of God their duty , and that there is another 
Government befide the civil, whereunte they ought to fubmit 
and obey in the Lord. 
Malter Ha feys next anfwer is, that where our Books have it 
Obey them that heve the rule over you, the word iS mi3e5e, Which 
is no more but Be perfwaded. For proof whereof, hetells us 
out of Pafor, that mise 18-verbum forenfe, a word whereby the 
Advocates p:ríwade the Judges > yet we cannot fay that the 
Judges obey the Advocates. J anfwer: Let him make of mide 
what hecan ; the paffive miSoue:, doth frequently fignifie 7 
obey, or obtemper: For which fignification, H. Stephanus in the 
word midua citeth out of Xenophon miedu nis deua t 
out of Plutarch, mise T9 duo: out of Plato, miSeau T2 
` geo. If wecome tothe Scriprure-phrafe, Iam fure in fome 
. places mi% fienifieth a thing of another nature, then to be 


perfwaded forenfically , as 7am. 3.3, Bebold, We put bits in the 
PP horfes 
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horfes mouthes, chat they may obey ns: opts T mideSu duris fur, 
But here when we fpeak of the obedience of Church-members 
to Church-officers, it isa free, rational, willing, Chriftian obe- 
dience ; yet ebedience it is which we owe to Spiritual Rulers, 
as well as that which we owe to civil Magiftrates.Sure Gralther 
and Bullinger did underltand mised. here to be more then de per- 
fwaded; for they apply this Text to the obedience due to Magi. 
ftrates. And M.Haffey might have alfo obferved that Pfr ren- 
ders miSeu by pareo, obedio ; for which he citeth Gal. 3. x. 
5j candela pA miedu not to obey the truth, And zzvi; he renders 
inobediens, réfratlarias, aS Rom.t1.30. prev ow dcratis, difobediext 
to parenti. Il know that aided is allo u(ed for r3 £e pezfiwaded;but 
I verily believe M. FH ffey is the firft mau that ever quarrelled the 
word obcy in thisText,and turned it to be no more but be perfwae 
ded. Yet if he (hallwell obferve that which followeth in the very 
next words xa vmsluere, and fubmit your felves (which in Theodo- 
rets opinion noteth here intenfe obedience : They muft not onely 
uxa, yeeld, but Verslxev, yeeld with (ubjeEtion and fubmiffion : This 
relateth to authority ; -nor can we fay that the Judges do satiga 
to the Advocates, nor travellers te their guides) he himfclf (hall 
be perfwaded te caft away this glcffe, and to feek a better. And 
if he will &and to it, hefhall but do a differviceto Magiftracy, 
whiles he would weaken the power of the Miniftery : for 
though there be much in the New Teftament concerning fubje- 
ction or fubmiffion to Magiftrates; yet the cleareft, fullcft, yea 
(to my remembrance) the onely expreffe word for obedienceto 
Magittrates 15 zv,3wpadiv, which 1s rightly trarflated in our Books 
to obey Magiftrates $ but Malter Hu (fey will makeit no more, 
but ro be perfwaded by Magiftrates. Yea, the very fimple and 
uncompounded Verb migsSu. in the fore-cited paffages.of Xe- 
nophon and Plutarch is uled where they {peak of obecience to 
Maeiltrates and maftegs. 

It this muk fail him , he hath yet another anfwer : Let the 
word ftand, faith he, as it is tranflated obey ; yet it isnot alway 
correlative to the command of a Superiour: and the holy Gheft ` 
requireth obedience here , sot by an argument from the authority 
af him that leadeth them , but from the benefit that cometh to theme 

Kélvensfer &bat.sa umprofirable fer yor. He divideth what the e 
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flle joyneth; for there are two forts of Arguments in the Text, , 
by whichthe Apoftle perfwadeth them to this obedience : one; 
is taken from the authority of the Miniftery , which is intima- ; 
ted both by that nameof authority fysio, and by their fubor- ; 
dination or fubmiffion which the Apoftle calls for : another, 
from the benefit that cometh to themfelves, by their obedience, 

and the hurt which they (halldo to themfelves by their difobe- . 
dience. Both thefe Arguments are wrapt up in thefe words, 

For they Watch for your fouls , whichisthe very fame with that 

Als 20,28. To all the flock over the which the holy Ghost hath 

made you overfeers, The Apoftledoth alfo perfwade Chriftians 

to be fabje& to the Magiftrate , by an Argument taken from the 

bencfit thatcometh to themfelves, Rom.13.4. For he 1 the Minis 

fier of Godto thee for good: yet that doth not weaken but rather 

ftrengthen the Authority of the Magiftrate. 

The fourth Argument fhall be taken from 1 Tim.5.19. 4- 
gainft an Elder receive not an accufation , but before (or under) 
swo or three Witneffes. Which is not a temporary charge laid upon 
Timothy as an Evangelift , and fo incompetent to ordinary Mi- 
nifters : for it isjoyned with the rules of publike Rebuking, of 
laying on of hands, not partaking of other mens fins, and fuch 
like things which are of ordinary concernment. He is alfo 
charged to keep the Commandment till the appearing of Chrift, 
1 Tim. 5.14, which cannot be other wife underftood then as 
{poken to him in reference to the Miniftery. Now what is an 
act of Government, if ,this be not, to receive accufations , and 
that againft Elders, and that under two or three witneffes? The 
Apolile intendeth here the avoiding of thefe two evils ; 
firlt, upon the one hand, becaufe veritas odium parit, and Elders 
doing their duty faithfully, will certainly be hated,and flandered, 
and evil fpoken of by {ome , that. therefore every Diotrephes 
pratling againít a fervant of Ghrift with malicious words, may 
not be able to blaft his Chriftian reputation and good name : 
Next, upon the other part , becaufe the offences and fcandals of 
Elders ate not to beconnived at, but to be aggravated and cen- 
fured, more then the offences of others, that therefore an accu- 
fation be received againft them, if it be under two or three wit- 


nefles. Wow where accufations ought to bereceived , and that 
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under two or three witneffzs , and not otherwife ( with fpecial 
charge alfo toobferve thefe things, Without partiality , or prefer- 
ring one before another , ver{.21. ) there is certainly a forepfical: 


-proceeding,and a corrective Jurifdiction or Government, More: 


of this Argument in Male audis, pag.14. 

^ Fifthly, what is thar elfe but a corrective Jurifdi@tion, T'ir.3 . 
10. A wan that isan heretick , after the firft and fecona admoni- 
tion, rejet, aupgiTs. Hefpeaks of a rejecting of perfons , not 
of things onely ; and of fuch a rejc&ing of perfons, as cannot- 
be underftocd onely of that avoiding or rejecting, by which e- 
very private Chriftian ought to obferve, and avoid, and not re. 
ceive falfe Teachers, but of a publike Minifterial or Confiftorial 
rejecting of an Heretick, by cutting him off, or cafting him out 
of tte Church. 

It isa Canon de fudicies Ecclefiaftices, faith Tofanss upon the. 
the place. This the Greek will eafily admit : for Stephanus 
in Thefaure lingua Gr. tells us that oretppiTsoues or mogl ua 1S ufed 
for recufe, averfor,repudio ; and citeth out of Platarch mea ride 
vi) yuudixg, to repudiate or put away a Wife. As here alfo we 
may read, A man that 1$ an Heretick, after the firft andfecond ad- 
monitign repudiate ox put away s though the word rejeé doth alfo 
bear the fame fence. And as the Greek will admit it, fo I have 
thefe reafors to confirm it, which shall fuffice for the prefent. 
(He that plesfeth, may read a large Difcourfe concerning the 
cenfure of Hereticks, 1n Claudius Efpenceus upon this place.) 
Firlt , The Apoftles fcope is not to hold forththe commen du- 
ties of. all Chriftians , except ex confequents : but his primary 
intention all along in that Epiltle, is to inftru& Titus concern- 
ing the ordering and governing of the Church , Ghap.1. verf. 5. 
Secondly, there muft be a firt and: fecond admonition, before 
the Heretick be thusrejected. This rejecting is not for his dan- 
gerous and falfe Do&rine,fimply or by it felf confidered, but for 
his contumacy and incorrigibleneffe. But private Chriltians 
ought to obferve by the judgement of private difcretion , and 
ought in prudence and caution to avoid all familiar fellowfhip 
and converfatien with a man that is an Heretick,though he hath 
not yet gotten a firft and fecond admonition +. Adatth.7. 15, 16» 
Beware of falfe Prophets which come to yor ix peeps clothing , but. 
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inwardly they are ravening Wolves. Ye hall know them by their 


fruits. Thirdly, theadmonition in the Text is a publike au- 
thoritative or minilterial admonition , after that show (Titus) 
hast once and again admonifhed him faith the Syriack 5 therefore 
the rejecting mult alfo be publick and minilterial. Fourthly, 
(*) This rejecting of an Heretick isthe lat a& , when he ap- (h) Zich Ure 
pears incorrigible, We find before chap. 1. verf. 13. Rebuke finus i^ $ 
them foarply , and chap. 2, verf. 15. Rebuke With all authority. wd 2 -n 
But now when the Apollle faith maS rejeff, this is a higher n" «cipit minifiro 
degree , and this (much more) mult be with all authority, were! ut cum fugiat er- 
zdew Gurxyis , which words compare with 1 Cor. 7. 25. where go ron excom- 
the Apoltle oppofeth &mzey3 C 5 voulu, commandement , and munican?us. 
int judgement. From all which it will appear, that this REP: Negat 
d ee dm £ MA . “a 2 ° PE s . t z antecedens quta 
rejecting of an Heretick by Titus and others joyned with him in non vnlt deuna 
the Government of the Church, wasan authoritative and Ju (5- eadem re, vel 
ridical a& , and the judgement thereupon decifive, not conful- perfona, contra- 
tativeonely. Fifthly, Look by what authority Elders were "7/4 «dicia efe 
ordained, by the fame authority they were for herefie ( main. pd j 
tained with contumacy ) rejected : for the Apoftle committeth gum vult ut " 
into the fame hands, the ordaining of Elders, and the reje- Hereticum pro 
&ine of Hereticks; compare Tit. 3.10. with Tit. 1. 5. Now everfo kabeat 
the ordination was by the Presbyterie : 1 Tim. 4, 14. Therefore "iher , non 


, T - vult ut reliqui 
fo was the rejection. i. in Ecclefia ha- 


: . beant eum pro 
"flante. — Object. 2.. Sed non jubet excommunicari. Refp. Jubet, quia vult ilum pro everfo & 
füopte judicio condemnato baberi. Ergo non eft Ecclefie membrum, e alibi docet judicium hoc des 
bere fieri ordinarie {y legitimo confenfu Ecclefie. 


I conclude with the Dutch Annotations upon Tit. 3. 16. 
reject. i.e. Have no communion with him. Let him go withont dif- 
puting any further with him, and cafting the holy things before 
fach dogs. Matth. 7. 6. Let hins not remain in the outward com- 
munion of tke Church. 

The fixth Argument I draw from t-Cor. 5.12; Do not ge 
judge them that are within? Verf. 13. Therefore put away from 
among your felves that Wicked perfon. 2 Cor.2.6. Sufficient to: 
Such a man is this punifoment ( ot cenfare ) which was inflitled of 
many. Here isan Ecclefiaftical judging , not by the judgement 
of private Chriftian difcretion onely ( for fo they’ judged = 
. Pp o 
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alfo that were without ) but an autheritative corrective Judge- 
ment, by which a {candalous brother , a rotten member , like 
toinfe& other members, is put away from among the people 
of God. Andthis Judgement was made, fentence given, and 
cenfure inflicted vad zw» memo», by many, that is not by all, 
but by the Elders of that Church faith Wulan, T om. 1. pag. 468. 
or you may read by the qbiefest ; So Pifcator and Heinfigs upon 
the place. The fenceisall one, as if the Apoftle had faid ug 
Toy Wysusiay, by them that have the rule over yous Now what will 
you make of judging, putting away , and cenfuring, being acts 
neither of a civil power,nor put ferth upon any except Church- 
members, if you make it not a corrective Church-govern- 
ment ? 

As for Mr. Coleman: anfwer that èmnyuia amounts to no 
more but an objurgation, I have fully confuted that in Male 
audis pag. 12. 13. 14. which I will notrefume. But befide all 
líaid there, I addíomewhat which I have (ince obferved. Zo- 
naras in Conc. Antioch, can, 22, üfeth. emnpaSu for to be punifbed 
or cenfured : and in Conc. Cartbag. can, 49. he calls the man who 
is under Church.cenfure, 6 éanunSes. Balfamon in Conce Car- 
thag, can. 46. callshim à émzenunpiv@. Both of them do often 
ule èmriwo for Church-cenfure, as in the place laft cited, a 
xsvoving enTijeg. YeatheCouncell cf Axtioch held under Con- 
flantiws , wteth Paals word émnpie to expreffe Ecclefiafticall 
cenfore , and an a& of corrective government. Can. 3. It isfaid 
of him that receiveth a Presbyter or Deacon being jultly depo- 
fed, xirar &nnpdag yyte vao reris ouvodcu 6$ Paarmat TUS 
Sequous Tw e jx peiaemous, ille quoq, 4 communi Synodo puniatur, 
ut qui Ecclefiaftica flatutadi(Joluat. Ibid. Can. 22. A Bifhop 
is prohibit to ordain within the charge of another Bifhop, un- 
leffe that other Bifhop confent. But if any prefume todo fuch 
athing, let the ordination be void or null, xg duny èmnpias 
vm nis owbdeu myravev, C ipfe a Synodo puniatur, and let bim[elf 
be punifbed by the Synod > Sus xordlovra faith Balfamen , how 
they fhould be punifbed who ordain without the bounds of their 
ewne charge , and without confent of him whoft charge it is, 
may be learned from other Canons. Where you fee he under- 


Rands émnyuta to agree in fignification with xéens , which is 


puntfbment. 
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punifbment. The fixth general Councel Cas. 60. ufeth the verb 
&mnua Su for fuffering punifhmenc, addingalfo by way of ex- 
planation -oxaneayayais xyà adver; Um ety , to be [abject to afili- 
Lions and labours. | 

Seventhly, We have an Argument from 1 Cor.14.52,33. 
And the Spirits of the Prophets ave (ubje£E to the Prophets ; for God 
£s not the Author of zoufufion y but of peace, as $n all Charches of 
the Saints. The Apoftle is giving fuch rules and directions cone 
cerning prophecying or interpretation of Scripture, that upon 
the one hand there may bea liberty to all the Prophets to pro- 
phecy , and that the Church may be edificd by the gifts of all, 
and that for that end one oughtto give place to another : upon 
theother hand, that a boundleffe liberty and confufien, and 
immunity from ceafuüte , may not be introduced isto the 
Church: To thislatter branch belongs verf. 29.32.33. L'e tbe 
Prophets (peak two or three, and let the other judge. He will have 
two, or at moft three Prophets to {peak in oue Congregation, 
at one diet or time of affembling : and thofe Prophets , faith he, 
mult-be (i) examined, judged, and cenfured by the other ) Heid 
Prophets : for the Spirits of the Prophets are fübje& to the Hunnius in 
Prophets, thatis, every particular Prophet diftributively, is 1 Cor. 14. 32. 
fubje& to all the Prophets collectively , or to the colledze of Paulus banc re. 
Prophets ( add , and of other {pirituall perfons tatrulted wich nem p efri- 
the goverament of the Church , together with the Prophets ,. A dnd 
as fro'n verf. 37. and Gal. 6. 1. is well ooferved by oar Coun- Propos; iabji- 
try-man Mr. Dickfarupon this place } Therefore Wiles Tom. ciantur,id oft ut 
1 pag. 468. doth rightly colle& from this place an authority 7g? prepherat, 
of Church-Government. Proteftant Writers prove hence the 77 ies a 
authority of General-Councels above the Pope : and that the snom fuan MA 
Pope is afalfe Prophet , becaufe herefufeth to be fubje& to the fure judieroque 
Prophets. Junius in divers places , applieth this Text to the re//gso um ron- 
authority of Presbyteries and Synods. Gøalther upon the place C?tetorwn fub- 
applyethitagainftthe Pope who will judge all men, and be?” 
judged of no man ; whereas ( faith he ) the Apoftle-here will 
have no man. how eminent foever,to be free from cenfure,when 
heiscenfurable. So then we havein this Text a fübjection, 
and an authority of judging and cenfuring, Ard this Judge- 
ment whichthe Apoftle here {peaks of, is neither the D 
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quent of the civil Magiftrate, nor the Judgement of-diferetion 
common to the whole Church, but it is the Judgement orcen- 
fure of Prophets, and that not School- wife accordingto Mr. 
He {feys notion of Schooles, that is by the Prophets difputing 
aman out of hiserror, and no more, no vote, no-decifion, 
norefult, cxcept he that-hath caught an error do agree to the 
arguments of the other Prophets, and foall end in a brotherly 
accord, and in the unanimous confont of the whole Clergy (forfo 
doth he advife the Parliament ) fo that be fhall be no madre 
fudje& toallthe Prophets, thenall the Prophetsto him. Yea 
in Mr. Hx ffeys fence the Pope will not refute to be fnoject to a 
Councel of Prophets, and then Proteftant Writers havé" been 
-far out of their way , who have difputed againft the Pope 
from this Tcxt, fuppofingit to hold forth a binding anthorita- 
tive Judgement of the Prophets, whereunto any one Prophet 
is bonnd to be fuoje@, the Judgement of kis private difcretion 
being alwaics referved to him’, that he give not blind obe- 

dience. 7" w B i : 

Eighthly, I argue from Revel, 2, 14. 20. The Lord Jefus 
reproveth the Angel of the Church in Pergamm for fuffaring 
thofe that taught the doctrine of Balsam , andthe Angelof the 
Church in Thyatira for fuffering ezebe? which called her felf a 
Propheteffe , tofeduce his people. The fault here reproved 
muft be the neel & of Churchecenfures and corrective govern- 
ment, which is fo manifkft, that they who plead c:oft for li- 
berty of Confcience from the Magiftrate, do acknowledge that 
the Angels of thefe Churches are reproved for not cerfuring Ec- 
clefiaftically thofe that did thus {educe Gods people. Neither is 
it faid becaufe thou art filent and dust not reprove nor convince ; but 
becanfe thou hast there them that bold the. Dottrine of Bálaam : 
that is, becaufe thou doft not calt them out of the Church, that 
they may not hurt others. So the Encli(h Annotations upon 
the place, referring us alfo to 1 Cor. 5. The Angel ofthe Church 
Was guilty in this. that thofe who had fo much fcandalized the 
Charch by their Doctrine, wereftillinthe Church, and not 
yet caft out of the Church. And who can imagine that the An- 
gels of thofe ‘Churches whom Chtift himfelf commendeth fer 
holding faít his. name, and for their love, fervice, faith, and 
" peng 
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patience were fo void either of prudence,as not to obferve,or of - 


zeal, as not to gainfay and confute by found doctrine thofe foul 
and fcandalous errors ? Certainly their fin was like that of Ev, 
they did not together with the doctrinal and monitory part, 
make ufe of that Jurifdi&ion and corrective power which God 
had put in their hands. | 
Ninthly, We have another Argument from 1 Thef. 3.14. 424 
if any man obey not our word by this Epijtlenote that man,ana kave 
no Company with him,that he may be afbamed, Here the Syriack 
helpeth us much. And if any mas obey nos thefe Words Which are 
contained in this Epift le let. that man be feparated from you,ncither 
have company With bimtbat he may be afbamed. Gualther upon the 
place faith,the Apoftle {peaks de difciplina Ecclefiaftsca, what di- 
ícipline they ought to havein the Church, and the end thereof. 
So Calvin, Beza,Pifcator,Z anchius, Diodati, he Dutch Annota- 
tions, Gomarus , allo Mariana, Cojetan, Salmeron, Gorranus, 
Ejthivs in lib. 4. Sent. Diff. 19. Seét. 7. and diverfe others fol. 
lowing Auguftine, Ambrofe , Chryfoftome , Theophylatt , Theo- 
doret, Aquinas, ail thefe do apply it to Ecclefiafticall difcipline 
and cenfure. Some controverfie there is whether this Text 
reach .as far as Excommunication ( which doth not belong to 
this prefent Argument ) but certainly it reacheth to a pub- 
lick Church-cenfure , and is more thenthe withdrawing of 
private Company and Fellowfhip, either becaufeof perfonal 
or private injuriss,or becaufe of prophaneffe. For 1. the offence 
Spoken ofby the Apoftle is not a matter of Civil or Perfonal 
injury, but of fcandal; he {peaks of idle bodies that walked 
diforderly, not workingatall, and if thefe muft be noted and, 
feparated, how much mote faith Theoylaét. thofe who commit 
crimesand wickedne(fe?: 2. Hereiscontumacy added to the 
offence 5. if any man obty not our Word by thisEpiftie., intima- 
_ ting that upon occafion of this Epiftle, thofethat walked dif 
orderly wére to be folemnly .admonifh:d ,.. and required to 
work inquietnefle, and to eat their ownebread : which if af- 
er admonitionthey would not do, then to note them, Aqui» 
nas Clears it. by 1Sam.15.23- for rebellion i as the fin of Witch" 
craft, and fiubborneffe is asiniquity and as idolatry. 3. ouside, 
note that man: fignate ( a8 Adenochivs rendrethit ) rather then 
emo c 
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either fignificate or notate: fet a mark upon him , even as ( faith 
Erafmus } we feta mark upon pufhing oxen that we may a- 
void them ; whichagreeth well with the Syriack , Lee that 


- man be feparated from you: euueio is fome what morethen THAI ay 


The latter uftally fignifieth no more, but fignifico, indico, fid 
gnum do : but the former is fignum & notam imprimo,obfigno, in- 
fgnio, The Septuagints make eu;eósto anfwer to the Hebrew 
TOI and wipy, levavit , elevavit , fuftulit , So Pfal. 4. 7. 
&zwjueoSn. £p juas T? eds Coc. fignamum eft fuper nos : that is, the light of 
thy countenance 15 lifted up upon us examplarly, or banner-Wife, fo 
as itmay be remarkeable to others. The learned Authors of 
the Dutch Annotations upon 2 Thef. 3. 14. tell us that this 
Greek word doth not properly fignifie to prefent or reprefent one , but 
to note one and mark bim out , putting (ome ignominy upon him, 
or onting him from an honourable Congregation , and marking or 
blotting out his name , as one unWorthy of that honour, By 
which reafon, as likewife by that which followes, they con- 
fute thofe who conftrue the word sere with the Word Epiftl-, 
as if the Apoftle had faid, note or prefent me fuch a one by a 
letter. 4. Havenocompany With bim. He {peaks it to the 
kummi that they may have nofellowfhip withthe mxm’, he 
willhavethofethat walk orderly and by rule, to haveno com- 
pany with thofe that walk diforderly. Now this concerneth 
the whole Church equally , and itis fpoken to the Church, 
for what reafon can there be that fome in the Church fhould 
have no company with one, becaufe of his {candalous and dif- 
orderly walking , but the fame reafon will makethe whole 
Church to havenocompany with him ? there may be divers ci- 
vil refpe&s and confiderations which may make it unfit for 
{fome to keep familiar civil fellowfhip, which refpeéts and 
confiderations do not concern others.- But the avoyding of the 
company of thofe who walk fcandaloufly and diforderly, and 
that becaufe they walk in that manner, and further adde obftina- 
cy to their fin after publike admonition; muft-needs belong to 
the whele Church. $. Note that man and have.no company 
With him; he muft firft benoted , before hebe avoyded:, and 
both thefe are publick Ecclefiaftical a&s : for it was far from — 
the Apoftlesmeaning that every man fhould be ‘herein left - 
i , 18 
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his liberty ; he that pleafeth to note him and have no company 
withhim , welland good ; he that pleafeth not , (hall be free. 
But unleffe there be an Ecclefiaftical Judgement and cenfure paft 
upon fuch a one, every one had been left to his libérty, 6. That 
be may be afpamed s this as it is the end of Church-cenfures , fo 
it will be attained in a very fmall meafure, and perhaps not at 
all, by one private man his avoyding the company of another, 
which will not make the offender afhamed, abafed , and hum. 
bled, but when he is publikely noted , and when the Church 
avoids his Company , that is it which molt covers a man with 
fhame and confufion of face. 

Tenthly, The Apoftle mentioneth Ecclefiaftical Rulers ; 
Rom. 12.8. 6 eeiicipey-y prefetlus, ot qui praest, he that rys 
leth , that is, the ruling Elder. He is making an enumeration 
of Ecclefiaftical offices and adminiftrations, and no other: So 
Calvin, Beza , Pifcattr , Martyr , Teffanus, Diodati, all 
upon the place, and funins Ecclef. lib. 2. cap. 1. do conceive, 
and the whole context and theallufion to the feverall offices of 
feverall members intheíame body proveth it, and if all the 
reft be Ecclefisftical , why not ( € ) the office of ruling alfo , (x) Mufeutus 
which is there mentioned ? for how. fhould civil ruling come upsn the place, 
in among the Ecclefiaftica] adminiftratións , éfpecially 1n thofe Haber Ecclefia 
dayes when Magiltrates were not Chriftian ? Afufculus takes ^eliber fuss 
the Rulers hereto be Elders.- Gwaltber and Bøllinger , though p A 

r : e; MR ores 

they make this Text applicable to civil Rulers , yet they do not cyc. 1j; funt 
exclude Church-officers from ruling, but expreflely mention Seniores qoc. 
+ lemme des diftin& from civil Governours,to be there ie e 
comprehended under $ señti. Mr. Haffey pag. 19. an- ^ (por 15585 
{wering this argument, can neither deny wont faid of Gual- pt "M " 
ther and Bullinger,nor yet doth affirm that civil Rulers are there ffy n t 
meant, onely his reply is that my argument is drawn from the logui sftendit, 
interpretation of the place, but rhe Difpurant may not inter. (2a tunc mull 
pret faith he , that is the anf Werers part : This calls to mind the fin a * ha 
Anabaptifticalerror, Concionatores non retinent verba Textus, fais ui 


fed interpretantur ca, id quod non ferendum. For which fee Pe- morum erant 

" 1 i, : Cenferes. Tof- 
fanus ibid. Id omne ad regimen Q9 ordinem Ecclefie y peteflatem illam fpiritualem de qua 
2 Cor. 10. referri debet : dy tribuitur prafidum appellatio quos eyosiguutres OF ROSSO mue VE- 
` cat Apoflohis 1 Vim.$. omnibus jn genere miniffris Cy eriam fenioribus Ecclefie. Ww 
Qq2 trus 
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erus Hinkelmannus de Anabaptifmo, Difb. 9. cap. 1. My Ar- 
gument was drawn from the. Text, for the Text rightly under- 
Kood and interpreted, is the Text. But fce now what ftrange 
rules you may ex(pect when-Mr. Haffey comes to School-dif- 
putes , the difpytant may nct interpret, he mut keep clof to 
termes, if the thing be not ix terminis in the Text, its no Ar- 
eument., by. which rule he will at one dafh. overthrow not 

. J ondy the difpntations of Prote(tants againft Papifts ;. of the 
ancient Fathers again{t the Hereticks of their times (tor how is 

Juftification by Faith ON ELY. , the number of the Sacraments, 

th: confudftantiality of the Sonne with the Father, and many, 

other moft materiall points proved, but by Scripture rightly 

opened , cleared., and interpreted ? ) but alfo the dif 

putations of the Apoftles , and of Jefus Chrift himfelf again(t 

the Phariíees, Sadduces , and Jewes; for there is nothing more 

ordinary with Chrift and his Apoftlesin their difputes for the 

truth , then to interpret Scripture, and give the fence 

of it. 

Eleventhly , KvGorices the Governments mentioned 1 Cor.. 

12.28. are not Civil but Ecclefialtical Governments , as I have: 

largely proved Chap. 6. and (hall not need hereto repeat it ; 

(1) 4t Guber- onely.obferve what (!) Bellinger faith on the place : whereunto. 
natores vocavit add the Teftimony of Huge Grotius ( whom I fuppofe our op- 
Ambrofias 7! pofites do not look upon asan adverfary ) on Lwke 12. 14.. He 
fpiriutibur rt- acknowledgeth tbatin tlie Church of Corinth , cenfara morum 
mento fan: homi- WaS penes. Presbyterinm , the cenfure of mens manners , was in 
nibus, quales the power ofthe Presbytery. This Government the Church o£ 
funt fertores, Corinth had, a. Chritian Magiltrate they had not. , 
éste A > © Twelfthly, . If inthe Jewith Church there was 2n Eccle- 
ger» fat aftieal Government , diltin& from the Civil ; then in the 
morum. cexorer, Chriltian Church alfo there ought.to be an Ecclefiaftical Go- 

E ' — vernment diftin&.from the Civil, Butin the Jewifh Church 

there wasan Ecclefiaftical Government diftin& from the Ci- 

vil. Ergo. f : 

` The Propofition is proved thus. There can be no reafongi- 
ven for an Ecclefiaftical government among the Jews, diftin&. 
from the Civil, which will not hold as well andas ftronely for 
an Ecclefieftical government among Chriftians , diftin& = 
| ^ t 
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the Civil: for we fpeak not now of the particulars ( a high 
Prieft , or the like) which were typical and proper to that 
time, but we {peak of a Church government diftiné from the 
Civil, look upon it under that notion, and then fce if any rea- 
fon can be given for it among them ;. which will not conclude 

thelikeamong us : yea much more among us , for ifthe Prieks 

had a great influence and intereft into the. Civil Government of 
the Jewes , and yet there was a Church-government diftinct 
from the Civil; how much more now when Minifters have 
not, neither ought to have any fhare in the Civil government? 

The affumption hath been abundantly proved before in the firt 
book. I will not repeat,but here note thefe Scriptures :7e.5.3 r. 
The Prophets bear rule s:1¢ was-their office to bear rule , It was 
their fin to fupport themfelvesin their ruling by the falfe Pro- 
phets. 1 Chron g- YI. Azariah, the Ruler of tbe Hogfe of Gode 
2 Chron. 31.13. And Azariah the Ruler of the Houfe of God. 
Nehem. 11.11. Serajah the Ruler of the Houfe of God, All the 
chief Pritts or heads of the feveral Clafles or Orders of Pricfts 
were called Principes Santluarii faith Matthias Martinius: 
Lexic. Philol. pag..3268. So 2. Chron. 35. 8.Hilkiah and Zacha- 
riab; and Febiel, Rulers of the Houfe of God. Alt. 23. 5: Then faid 


Parl, lwift not brethren that be Was the high Prseft, for itis Wwrit=- 


ten thou fhalt not [peak evil of the Ruler of tby people. Finally, 
Dent. 31. 28. where we find /chetcrim , that is Officers , Rulers 
or [uch as were fet over the charge ; the 729 read 2844.4 ToC 78 ^63 


Fier ome, Dolores, More plainly 2 Kings 11.19. tbe Priest aj-- 


pointed Officers over the Honfe of the Lord. 


Thirteenthly, A corrective Ecclefia(tical government in. 


the Churches of Galatia feemeth to be intimated , Gal. 5.12. J 


Would they were cven.cut off (avoxé-ovzu) Which trouble yous 


Which many under(tand of Excommunication...See Efthizs: in 


hb, 4. Sent. Difl. 19.Seh. 6.7. Allo Salmeron, JMenochius,Vaf-: 


quez, Novarinus, and (of ours) Beza ,. Disdati, Gomarus , 
all upontheplace, befide diverfe others. A¢u/culus upon the 


place doth paralell this cutting cf, with delivering to Sathan, © 
I. Cor. $. 5. LT iy. 1. 20, and explaineth excindantur by akalie». 

nentur Wh ich belt futeth to excommunication. Certainly the - 
ords willeafily admit this fence, or rather invite to it s. for.. 
5. Q.q 3 enia. . 
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miaa isnot properly perdo, defrue , confumo, bùt amputo, 
abfcindo , alo minne , becaufe that from which any thing is 
cut off, is dimini(hed and made ieffe : allo repeto abjungo,feparo, 
abflvabo. And fodsoyózgouss, ab[csudor, excindor, feparor, abftra. 
bor. Hunters and fuch as trace the Veftigies,but cannot find them, 
are {aid amxomnvas, to be cut off or atktra&ted. Hefych, emronriraer 
êm Tov ixvevevrwy yenu Srey pea tupun So ewin, abfeiffus, 
is not he whois cut off by death or deftruction , but he that 
hath his members cut off : Which feems to have been the ground 
of Axguftine his miltake of this Text , conceiving the Apo- 
tles wifh tobe, that thofe men fhould be made Eunuchs. The 
Septuagints have fometimes ewrsuyo, sircumtid, and ya memo, 
demitto , as fynonymous with gzvy6z aw. Now from the phrafe, 
to the purpofe of the Text. Thatit is meant of Excommuni- 
cation, I havethefereafons which confirme me: 4. Becanfe 
verf. 9. alittle leaven leaveneth the whole Jump, are the very fame 
words which he ufeth 1 Cor. 5.6. where he pre(feth the excom- 
munication of the incefluous man ; asthere, one unclean per- 
fon in life; fo here, fome few feducers (efpecially that one who 
is fingularly pointed at verf. 10.) is meant by the little leaven, 
which was to be purged out, ketit fhould leaven the whole 
Church. 3. Interpreters do generally agree, that the Apc- 
file here alludeth to Circumcifion, which rhofe fudaizing teach- 
ers prefed upon the Galatians as neceffiry : w fhing that they 
who would fo fain have che G4/atzas ciicu:iciied, were theme 
felves cut offand caft out of the Churchas rotten members, or 
as 2 Gangren out of the body. This allufion tuteth beft with ex- 
communication. 3. The words fouidcritood will more fitly 
an{wer and be paralel unto the cuttir g off inthe Law , that [onl 
fuall be cut off from among bis people (which have before proved 
to be meant of excommunication ) as likewife to that 1 Cor, 
5.14. Put away that wicked perfon from among you. 4. Other 
Interpretations do not fo well agree to the Text. This cutting 
eff could not be expected nor any hopes had of it by the hand of 
Jultice, or of the Magiftrate, for the Magiftrates of that time 
were themfelves troublers of theChriftians, fo far they were 
from cutting of thofe that troubled them. Thofe that underftand 
the wordsof an imprecation of eternal cutting of from God, 

T4 and 
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and being accurfed from Chrift, draw themfelves into thorny 
queftions, wherein they can hardly fatisfie themfel ves or others, 
To underftand it of cutting off by death , doth not well anfwer 
that allufion to Circumcifion , generally obferved (as hath been 
faid) by Interpreters : which allufion doth intimate that it is 
nota cutting cff out of the World, buta cutting off from the 
body of the Chyrch. I would that they themfel ves were cut off 
as the preputism from the Church ; that is, cut off a confortia 
Ecclefia faith Gualther. fit be faid, why then doth the Apo- 
fle oncly with it? Why doth he not prefcribeor command to 
excommunicate them ? To this we may either anfwer as Beza; 
The Apoftle Pasts authority at that time was extreamly blafted 
and weakned in the Churches of Galatia; Or thus, the Apoftle 
knew that as the Churchesof Galatia then ftood affected (be- 
ing bewitched with the Judaizing Zealots, and in a manner 
moved away to another Gofpel ) both Churches and Miniftery 
were unwilling to excommunicate thofe that he means of : for 
which caufe he would not peremptorily command their ex- 
communication , renitente Ecclefia , but forbeareth for that 
feafon, wifhing for better times. Some think that the Apoftle 
fpeaketh pofitively of excommunication, verf. 10. He fhall bear 
his Fudgement. But others are of opinion the Apoftle there {peaks 
of the judgement of God, which he certainly and pofitively 
denounces, and that verf. 12. headdeth thisasa diftinct pur- 
pofe, that hecould wiíh them alfocur off from the Church by 
excommunication. . 

It will be an Argument of more weight againlt Eraff is 
his Interpretation of that Text, if we obje& againít him thus.. 
Thiscutting off which the Apoftle wifheth to thofe that trou- 
bled the Galatians , cannot be meant of a divine or miraculoas 
judgement upon them, fuch as he thinks tobe meant 1 Cer. 5. 
(which place he parallels with Ga4/.5.12.2$ to the punifhment 
intended )for if fo, why doth not the Apoftle adjudge them pofi- 
tively to be cut off or deftroyed, as he did conftitute and decree 
by his Apoltolical power of miracles (fo thinks Eraffzs) the 
inceltuous Corinthias to be delivered to Satan? To this Eraftus 
replieth, 44.3. cap. 9, Becaufe the Apoftles had not power to 
work miracles quoties vellent, as oftemas they would , nor to af- 
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- fli& or (lay any,but when it feemed good inGods eyes, fed quando 


Deo vifum fuit utile, veceffarium, c falusare. ButIask, Was 
jt right and agreeable to the willof God, that the Apoftle (hould 
with their cutting off ? Was it not profitable and neceffary for 
.the Churches good , that they fhould be cut off ? Where fhall 
we finde that the working of a miracle was profitatle and ne- 
ceffary for the Churches good, and that an. Apoftle did defire and 
thir(t after the working of that miracle, and yet had not power 
from God to work it © How had the falfe Apoftles infulted at 
this ? Isthis the great Apoftle of the Gentiles, who hath not - 
power from God to work a miracle, when himfelf profeffeth 
he would gladly have it wrought ? 

Fourteenthly, that paffage, 2 Cer. 16. 6, is by fome brought 
(not without very confiderable Reafons) for the Spiritual or 
Ecclefiaftical cenfures, And have in readin: (fz, faith the Apoftle, 
or (asthe Syriack, We are ready ) torevenge all difobediente, when 
your obedience ís fulfilled. Novarinus in 2 Cor. Yo. 6. plerig, de 
excommunicand: poteftate bec verba interpretantur. Ynthis fence 


„was the Text underítood a thoufand yeers ago by Gegrory Epiff. 
4ib;2.cap.:57. The Datch Annotations upon the place, fay that 


the Apoftles meaning is; of declaring the vengeance of God againft 


-tke obftinate; and.of exercifing the Ecclefiaftical Banne or Difci- 


pline, again? tbofe Who prof effing themfelves members of the Con- 

-gregation , ao-yet teach or'lead unchriftian lives or dotirine, O- 
thers alfo (among whom is Mafter David Dickfon ) under- 

{tand Church-ceníures to be here meant. The Apoftle is in that 
Chapter confuting the calumny of fuch as faid of him, His Epi- 

(Lles were weighty and powerful, and did fpeak of great things; 
but when he him{clf is bodily prefent, hedoth but little, he af- 
fames no great authority , he is weak and almoft contemptible. 

Inanfwer hereunto, he tellsthem, The weapons of our Warfare 
({peaking not onely in his own name, but inthe name of all the 

Minifters of Chrift) though they be not carnal, yet they are 

mighty sbrongh God to.conquer and captivate fouls to the obe- 

dience of Chrift. And as for the ftubborn and unruly , we are 

armed with a power of corrective government , which fhall 

be more fully executed in due time. here is but one of two 

Interpretations which can with any probability feem to agree 
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to this Text, namely, that it is meant either of the extraordina- 
ry Apoftolical power , by which they did miraculoufly punifh 
fome offenders (as Peter did Ananias and Sapphira, and as Pans 
did Elymas) or of acorre&ive Church.government, and Ex- 
commupication. The Reafons which induce me to believe, 
that the Apoftle meaneth here of Church-cenfures , efpecially 
Excommunication, and net of that extraordinary miraculous 
power, arethefe. x. Thereafon added, When your obedience ts 
fulfilled, cannot fuit to the power of working miracles (for it 
had been the more feafonable to work fuch miracles, while the 
obedience of the Corinthians was not yet fulfilled. Miracles 
are not for them that belicve, but for them that believe not, faith 
the fame Apoflle. ) But it fuits very well to the power of 
Church-cenfures : for as Effhius and Novarinw explain the 
Apoftles reafon, it is in vain to excommunicate all fuch as are 
worthy of Excommunication, when there is 2 general reniten- 
cy and unwillingncff: in the Church ; or to cut off a member, 


when the fame evil hath infected either the whole or the greateft ) 4 


part of the body ; which «ugu/tine alfo tells usin divers pla- , 
ces. And this (by the way) confirms the reafon which I gave 
why the Apoftle oncly wifheth thofe that troubled the Galati- 
ans to be cut eff, but doth not command it, in regard of the 
prefent unwillingneffe and di(affz&ion of thofe Churches. 
2. We may havea'great deal of light to this place by compa- | 
ring it with Chap.12. verfe 20,21. and Chap. 13. verf? 2. Ma- 
ny among the Corinthians had finned foul and fcandalous fins, 
whereof they had not repented, and for which they were not 
cenfured or caft out of the Church. The Apoftle certifieth 
them , that if hecome, he will not fpare. What? wasit his 
meaning to work a miracle upon every fornicator , and each 
other fcandalous perfon in the Church of Goristh ? No fure : 
mark his words; Now I write to them which heretofore have fine 
ned, and to ALL OTHER, that sf [come again, 1 will not pare. 
Who can imagine his meaning to be, that he would work a 
miracle upon them and allother? So bere when it is faid , ba. 
ving in readine|fz to revenge ALL difobedience , let it be remem- 
bred that the Apoftolical power of miracles was never ap» 


pointed to be executed againft ALL difobedience. Thirdly, 
Rr that 
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that which the Apoftle faith of the Spiritual weapons , mighty 
through God to the pulling down of ftrong holds, &c. was not pro- 
per or peculiar to the Apoftles , but is rightly applied to all the 
Minifters of the Gofpel : the more hardly can it befuppofed, 
that what is immediately added, and as it were with one breath 
uttered, And baving in readineffe to revenge all difobedicuce , iS 
meant of theextraordinary Apoftolical power. Fourthly, fuch 


. asthe weapons are for conquering and fubduing fouls to the 


obedience of Chrift, fuch is the corre&ive.or punitive part there 
fpoken of. But the weapons for conquering, are meerly Spiri- 
tual, not corporal : Therefore the corrc¢tive or punitive part 
there fpoken of, is alfo Spiritual , and fo doth not concern the 
inflicting of corporal punifhment, fuchas the Erastians um- 
derftand by delivering to Satan. 

Fifteenthly , an Ecclefiaftical ruling power may be pro- 
ved from2 Coer.2.8. 1 befeech you that you wonld sonfirm your 
love towards bim. Here isa Juridical power of loofing, and 
confequently of binding ; for it belongeth to the fame power 
to binde and loofe, to excommunicate and to abfolve, An au- 
thoritative juridical leofing, I prove from the word yweacer, 
which properly fignifieth the making a thing fare or firm by a 
decifive {uffrage,authoritative judgement, or ratificatory and ob- 
ligatory fentence pat upon it. Hen. Steptanus in Thef. lingue 
Gr. in the word xvej» , faith that this Text 3 Cor.2.8. is more 
rightly read, Ur ratam faciatis in illum charitatem, then as the 
vulgar Latin hath it, Ur corfirmetts. The Verb wew he ex- 
poundeth thus ; Au£toritatem do, autloritate mea comprebo s vel 
ratum babeo,ratum facio. Pafor renders the {ame Verb fancio, 
ratum facio , and citeth for that fence, 2 Cer. 2. 6. So Erafmus 
likewife upon the place. So Cartwright upon the fame place a- 
gainft the Rbemisis. So Chemnitius Exam. Conc. Trident. part. 4. 
de Indalg.pag.$3. The force of this word 4/525: was urged 
againft the opinion of Erajtus ina publike Difputeat Heydel- 
berg ; the narration whereof is left by Urfinss in his Catecheti- 
cal explications. That the word fignifieth an ‘authoritative a&, 
and fuppofeth a ruling power, may be thus further confirmed. 
Fit , who did xpaow, but wwela exxayel, ? No doubt the Apo- 
fle borroweth the word from the language and cuftoms of m 

Heathen 
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Heathen Greeks. Now wpla éxxanoi. was a fixed or fet lıwful Bg 
Affembly , which met with a judicial ruling power, and ratified. 
a thing by decifive fuffcages, txdpuy mè faptquare. See Suidas in 
the word transla, Stephanus and Scapala in the word xsexGQ- ; 
Erafmus in 2 Cor.2.8. Arias Montanus in the word weis, 
tells us that to che Græcizns we, was the fame thing, which 
Comitia tothe Latines: Therefore fach Affemblies had a judici- 
al power, and their fuffrages were wre En , firm and ratified 
Sentences, “Secondly, xt» commeth froin'xsp@ , whence alfo 
Cometh we Lord, wprbms dominion, wed to rale, orto havea 
dominion: It waslong ago obferved by Dionyfius Areopagita, 
de divinis nominibus, cag. 1a. where after he hath put into the de- 
fcription of supióry: dominion , that it iS ands xg a veraur bs- 
Bubs, trueand unfhaker firmneffe , headdes this reafon, ddd xi 
Xvpibzys mueg TE nop wore xpi «ed éxugisDay, Which Balrbafar 
Corderius rendereth thus : 9 «apropter dominatio Grece a xs 
derivato nomine, idem eft quod firmatio, firmamentum © firmum, 
At firmans few ratificans, Pachimeres in his Paraphrafe addeth 
that xordms as it fignifi:th feu, hath its name from x. So 
then itis not every confirming , certifying, or making fure a 
thing, but when a thing is made fure or firm with fulneffe of au- 
thorityand power. The word xio@ is therefore rightly ren- 
dred by Stephanus, Scapula and Pafer, not onely firmamentum, 
rata fides, but an Ctorit.ss plena, full authority. Thirdly, the fame. 
Apoftle calls a ratified Te(tament l which ratification is by a le- 
gal and judicial authority) 4496s vaxvpoutw'y, Gal.3.15.. Fourth- 
ly,the oppofite Verb xv» fignifieth an&oeritate prive, omui im- 
perio [palio. érritum reddo, ÀS duplo noteth a privation of autho- 
rity, 10 wie a giving of authority or ratification. 

The fixteenth Argument to proveadi(tin& Church-Go- 
vernment, isthis, The vifiblé political minifterial Church is 
the Kingdom of Jefus Chrift, and he isthe Head, King, Judge, 
and Law-giver thereof, J/a.9.6. Ifa, 22.21, 22. Pfal. 2. 6. 
Luk, 1.33. 1 Cor. 15:24: Eph. 1. 21522, 237 Dare any fay 
that the Lord Jefus fhall not governe the Church of Eaglandjand ~ 
reigne over the fame ? ‘Lak. 19.14.27. Muk he not bereceived 
bothas LordandasChrift ? Aas 2.36. Now inthe admini- 
Ération and government of a Kingdom thefe three things are ne- 
. Rr2 a” - celat 
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ceflarily required. 1. Lawes. 2. Officers,Minifters, Judges, 
Courts. 3. Cenfuresand punifhments of offences. Which 
three being univerfally neceflary in every Kingdom , can leaft of 
all be fuppofed to be wanting inthe Church and Kingdom of 
Jefus Chrift, who hath been more faithfull in the execution o: 
his Kingly office, and hath provided better for the Govern- 
ment of his Church , then ever any King or State in this world 
did for a Civil Government. adde the’ Lawes, Jndicatories, 


. and cenfures inthe Kingdom of Chrift mult be fpiritual and Ec- 


clefiaftical , becaufe his Kingdom is not of this world , and his 
fervants cannot take the fword , 7ob» 18. 36. Neither are the. 
weapons of our warfarre carnal, butyet mighty through God, 
and in readineffe to revenge all difobedience: 2 Cer, 10. 4. 6. 
I do not fee what can be anfwerd to this Argument, except any 
do fo far deny the Kingly office of Jefus Chrift, as to fay that 
the Ghurch Political or Minifterial is not his Kingdom ; but 
onely the Church Myftical ; that is, as he ruleth over our 
foules by his Word and Spirit. To which purpofe Mr. Haffey 
in his plea pag. 33. denyeth that the vifible Church can be called; 
the Body of Chrift, or he their Head ; and tells us that the go- 
vernment which Chrift hath over the faithful , is truely fpiri- 
tual, and of thes Kingdom faith he, he bath indeed no. Officers but 
his Spirit. Yreply, 1. The Scripture is plain that a vifible 
minifteriall Church is the body of Chrift, Rom, 12.4, 5.1 Cer. 
10. 16. 17. 1 Cor. 12.12.to 28. If we admit of a vifible Church. 
and vifible Saints, we muft alfo admit of a vifible body, anda 
vifible Kingdom ef Chrift. 2. The Political Mini(terial Church 
were a body without a head. The Analogie of a political head as 
well as of a natural head agreeth to Chrilt:the z5,75,/4, as Well as 
évépyern : and he hath an influence upon the Church potefative as, 
well as effective. 3. Heexecuteth his Propheticall office not - 
onely: in teaching us inwardly by his Spirit, but in teaching the 
Church outwardly by his fervants the Minilters of his Word : 
Now if he be a Prophét to the vifible minifterial Church, he is 
alfo a Kingto thefame; for his offices cannot be divided, his 
Scholars are his Subje&s , and whofoever receive him asa Pro- 
phet, muft alfo receive him as a King. Yea, let us hear Mr. Haf- 
fey hámfelf pag. 17. The Kingdom of Christ is as ample as his 
| i Prophecy, 
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Prophecy, crc. she Dotlrine which they must teach commands now 
commands bave alwaies power asd authority ann xed. So that ci- 
ther he muft fay that Chrift gives no commands to the vifible 
Church, or confeffe that the vifible Church is the vifible King- 
dom of Chrift. 4 That the Kingdom of Chrift comprehend- 
eth the Government and difcipline of the Church, I provefrem 
Mattb 6.23. T bere be fome [Landing here which foall not tafte of 
death till they fee the Son of man comming in bis Kingdom : Where 
firft of all note, Chrift hath not onely an iavifible, but a vifi- 
ble Kingdom ; Next, this vifible Kingdom is net meant of his 
comming again in glory to judge the quick and the dead ; for all 
that were then hearing Chrift, -have tafted of death, and yet 
Chrifbis not come to judgement. Nor is it-meant of Chrifts 
tranfigu ration mentioned Marth. 17. for that was fix dayes af- 
ter, Matth. 17. 1. and if he meant that,he would not have faid fo 
emphatically , there be fome bere that [ball not tafte of death, Gc. 
intimating what was to come to paffe, not after fome daies, but 
after {ome yeares ; as if he had faid this age or generation fhall 
not paffe away till thefe things be fulfilled. Neither is that tranf- 
figuration any where called the Kingdom of God, ner can it 
be properly fo called. Nor laftly is the Kingdom of God in 
that place meant onely of the preaching of the Gofpel , for fo 
they had feen Chrift comming in his Kingdom. Lek. 10. 9. 11. 
Nor is it meant of Chrifts working of miracles , for fo like- 
wife they had feen his Kingdom. Matth. 12. 28. Melius ergo 
Beda & Gregorius , quorum fententiam noflri fequunt,v , per il- 
Ind Regnum Christi intelligunt conftitutionem Ecclefiarum , poft !! 
Chrifii afcenfum , faith Toffans upon the place. Some of thofe "/ 
to whom he {poke at that time lived to fee Chrift reigne in 
the gathering and governing of Churches, Gregor. Hom 32. 
in Evang. Et quia nonnulli ex difcipulis ufg, adeo 1m corpore vi- 
Guri eraut ut Ecclefiam Dei conffru&lam conspicerent ,. G contra 
mundi bujus gloriam ere&lam , con[clatoria prowiffione nunc dich- 
tar : Sunt quidam de hinc fLantibus qui non guStabust mortem, do- 
nec videant reguum Dei. The very fame words hath Beda on 
Mark, 9. 1. following (it feemes) Gregory. Grotius on Mattb. 
16. 28. doth likewife underftand the promulgation of the Go- 
fpel, and the Scepter of Chrift, thatis, his law going out of 
Rr 3 Zion 
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Zion to be here meant., I conclud:, as the Church is not onely 


a mystical but a political body , So Chrift is not onely a myfticat 
but a political Head. 


E 


But peradventure fome men will be bold to give another 


anfwer, that the Lord Jefus iadeed reigneth over the Church, 
even in a political refpect, but that the adininiftration and in- 
Auence of this his Kingly officeisin, by, and through the Ms- 
giftrate, who is fupreme J adge, Governour, and Head of the 


Church under Chrith To this Ianfwer , Hence it would fol- 


low 1. That Chrifts Kingdom 5 of this World, and commeth 


himfelf denieth Luke 17 20 755418 36. Next, It would fol- 
low , that Chrift dothnot reigne nor exercife his Kingly office 
inthe Government of his Church under Pagan, Turkith, or 
perfecuting Princes, but oncly under the Chriftian Magiltrate, 
which no man dare fay. 


3. The Civil Magiltrate is Gods Vicegerent,but not Carifts: 
thatis, the Magiftrates power hath itsrife, origination , infti- 
tut’on, and deputation,not from that fpeciall dominion which 
Chrift exercifeth over the Church as Mediator and Head there- 
of , But from that Univerfal Lord(hip and Soveraignity which 
God exercifeth over all men by right of Creation: In fo much, 
that there had been (for orders fake ) Magiftrates or fuperior 
Powers though man had not fallen, but continued in his inno- 
cency ; and now by the Law of Natureand Nations there are 
Magiítrates among thofe who know nething of Chrift, and a- 
mong whom Chrift reigneth not as Mediator , though God 
reigneth cver them by the Kingdom of power. 

4. Ifthe Magiftrate be fupreme Head and Governout of the 
&hurch under Chrift, then the Minifters of the Church are the 
Magiftrates Minifters as well as Chrifts, and muk a& in the 
Magiltratcs name, and as f{ubordinate to him ; and the Magiltrate 
(hall be Chrifts Minifter , and act in Chrifts Name. 
The feventeeth Argument I draw from the inflitution of 
Excommunication by Chrift , Matth. 18.17. Tell it ante the 
Church : But if be negle to bear the Church , Let bim beunto thee 
as a heathen man anda Publican. Yn which Text 1. Allisre- 
[tri&ed to a brother , or a Church-member, and agreeth not to 


" him 


s 


pith obfervation, as the Kingdoms of this World do, which ' 


- 
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bin who 1$ re Church-member. — 2. His trefpaffe is here - 


lookt upon under the notion of fcandal, and of that whichis 
alfo like to deftroy his owne foule. 3. The fcope is not ci- 


vil, butípiritual, to gain ọr fave his foul. 4. "Yheproceed- , 


ings are not without witnefies. 5. There is a publick com- 
plaint made to the Church, 6. And that becaufe he appeares 
impenitent , after admonitions given privatly , and before two 
or three. 7 The Church fpeaks and gives a Judgement con- 
cerning him , which heisboundto obey. 8. Ithe obey nor, 
then he isto be efteemed and held asa heathen man and a Pub- 
lican. g. And that for his not hearing the Church, which is 
a publike fcandal concerning the whole Church. 10, Beinges 
as an Heathen and Publican, heis kept back from fome ordi- 
nances, 1I. Heisboundonearth by Church-Ojficers. Wat- 
foever ye bind,cc. 12. He is alfo bound in Heaven. More of this 
place elfe- where. Thefehints will now ferve. The Eraftiaos 
deny , that either the cafe , or the court, or the cenfure 
there mentioned is Ecclefiaftical or Spiritual. But I prove all 
the three. 


nother is a fcandal, but every fcandalisnotacivil injury. The: 
: ! 3 Jews 
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` Jewes ( to whole eultome Chrift doth here allude ) did ex- 


communicate for diverfe fcandals which were not civil inju- 
ries. And Paul faith of afcandal which was nota civil inju- 
ry 3 when ye fin fo againft the brethren. &c, 1 Cor. 8. 12. 

2. Theceurt is Ecclefiaftical, not civil, for when it is fid 


Tell it unto the Church , mult we not expound Scripture by | 


Scripture, and not underftand the Word Church to be meant 
ofa civil Court? for though the word iyyanaa 1s ufed A. r9. 
recitative , of a heathenifh civil afembly , called by that name 
among thofé -heathens: yet the pen-men of the holy Ghoft have 
not made choice of the Word ;,,,,,4 inany place of the new 
Teftament , to expreffz a civil court either of Jewes or Chrifti- 


ans, ' So that we cannot fuppofethat the holy Ghoft {peaking fo 


as men may underítand him, would have put the word 2,444 
in this place to fignifte fuch a thing as no where elle in the new 
Teftament it is found to fignifie. Nay,this very place expoundeth 
it {elf for Chrift directeth his {peech to the Apoftles, and in them 
to their Succeffors in the government of the Church. wat/eever 
ye foall bind exc, And if two of you [ball agree, &c. So that the 


church which here bindeth or judgeth, is an Affembly of the 


Apoftles, Minifters, or Elders of the church. . 
3. " Thecenfure is fpirituall, as appeareth both by thefe 
words, Let bim be unto thee as a Heathen and a Publican; which 


relate tothe Excommunication from the church of the Jewes, - 


and comprehendeth not onely an exclufion from private fel- 
lowfhip and company ( which was the condition of the Pub- 
licans, with whom the Jewes would not eat) butalío an ex- 
clufion from the Temple, Sacrifices, and communion in the 
holy things , which was the conditien of heathens, yea of 
prophane Publicanstoo : of which elfewhere. And further it 
appeareth by thefe words , What/foever ye [ball bind on earth, ctc. 
The Apoftles had no power to infli& any civil punifhment, but 
they had power to bind the foul,and to retain the fin. 7o. 20.23. 
And this power of bindingis not in all the Scripture afcribed to 
the civil Magiftrate. 

The eighteenth Argument fhallbe drawn from the exam- 
ple of excommunication, 1 Cor.5. 4,5. The Apoftle writeth 
to the church of Corinth to deliver to Sathan (for the delivery 

to 


[] 


| 


- 
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to Sathan was an act of the church of Corinth, assène Sy riack - 


explainethit) the inceftuous man , whichis called a cenfure in- 
fitted by many 2 Cor. 2.6. that is, by the whole Presbytery of 
the Church of Corinth. And whereas fome underftand by delive- 
ring to Sathan, the putting forth of the extraordinary Apofto- 
licall power tothe workiag of a miracle upon the offznder , by 
giving him over into the hands of Sathan, íoas to be bodily 
tormented by him, or to be killed and deftroyed (as Erastus 
takesit ) Tanfwer t. Itcannot be meant of death, for itis 


faid that Hymeneus and Alexander were delivered to Sathan, and. 


to whatend? that they might learne not to blafpheme, 1 Tim, 
I. 20. which had been toolateto learn after death, 2. Nor is 
it at all meant of any miraculous tormenting of the body by the - 
divel, for befidethat it is not likely this miracle could have been 
wrought, Pas! himfelf not being prefent to work it, it isut- 
terly incredible that the Apoftle would have fo fharply re- 
buked the Church of Corinth, for that a miracle was not 
wrought upon the inceftuous man, (it not being in their power 
to do:) or that he would feek the confent of that Church to 
the working of a miracle, and asa joynt act proceeding from 
hia and the Church by common couníell and deliberation, for 
where read wee of any miracle wrought that way? There- 
fore it is much more fafeto underftand by delivering to Sathan, 
(as Gualeher himfclf doth) Excommunication, which is a fhut- 
tinzout of a Church-member from the Church, whereby Sa- 
than commerh to get dominion and power over him, for he is 
the God of this World, who reigneth at his pleafure in and o- 
ver thoíe who are not the Church and people of God. 2 Cor. 4, 
4. E»h 2. 2. Aad if any (hill be fo far unfatisfied as not to ad- 
mit this feace which we put upon that phrafe of delivering to 
Sathan ; Yet our A:gument for Excoinmanication drawn fron 
Cor. 5. ftaiudech Aroag, the weighto! it not being laid upon 
tradere S itang onely but upon verf. 6. 7.11,42. compared with 
2 Cor. 2. 6. which undeniably prove Excommunication from 
Churchtellowíhip. — . : 
The nineteenth Argument fhall ba drawn from Ad. 20.28. 
Take heed therefore sunto your felues, and to all the flack over the. 


Which the holy Ghoft bath made you Overfeers &aoximras , ue 
Sf re 
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red with 1 Pet. §. 2, 3. Feed rhe fik of God which s 472656 yOu, 
raking the overfight tocreof : tm xexerms : Which Texts as they 
hold forth a Bithop and a Presoyter to be one and the fame Pare 
divino, {o they hold forth the ruling power of Presbyters or 
Elders. 

Firft, Becaufe other wife the fmile ( fomuch made ufe of 
in thefe Scriptures ) of overfeeing the flock (mestioned and 
joyned together with the feeding thereof ) will fall (hors in a 
main and moft materiall point : for thé overfeers of flocks do 
not only make them to lye down in green paftares , and tead 
them befide the Riil waters , but they have alfo rodds and ftaves 
for ruling the flocks, and for correcting and reducing the wan- 
dring (heep , which will not be brought home by the voice of 
the(hepheard , Pfal. 23.2.4. The Paftorall rod there mentioned 
by Dacia is corrcétive 3 as Clemens Alexandrinus pedag. lib. 1. 
eap.7.00ferveth who doth alfo paralel st with that 1 Cor.4 Shall 
I come. unto yeu witha rod? 

Secondly, Pas/rcquireth the Elders of the Church of E- 
pi: (us to take beed unto , and to overíce the whole flock, which 
did confift of more then did or could then meet together ordina- 
rily into one place for the worfhip of God , as appeareth by the 
Church in the houfe of Aguila and Prifcila ( which was one, 
but not the cnely one Church affembly at Epbe/s ) by the 
great and wonderfull increafe of the Gofpel at Eph:/xs, and fuch 
other Arguments which I do bnt point at , the full debate of 
them not being my prefent work. Peter alfo writing to the 
Churches of the (trangers in feverall provinces , calls them the 
fik not flecks, and commends untothe Elders the feeding and 
over fight of that Bock. Now what is it that can denominate 
many particular vifible Churches or Congregations to be one 
vifibie minifteriall Bock or Charch , unl-ffe it be their union and 
affociation under one Eccktiafticall Government ? No doubt, 
they had the admiaiftration of the Word and Sacraments parti- 
tive, orfeverally, Nor do I deny but they had a partitive fever 
ral Government : but there was alfo an union or affociation of 
them under one common Government , which did denominate 

them to be one viftle Eccleftaftical Bock. 

Thirdly , Tbe very name given to the Elders of the 
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Church , imsuzor, is a name of authority , rule, and govern- 
ment , efvecially in the Chriltiaa and Ecclefiafticall ufe 
of the Word. H. Stepbanus in Thef. ling. Gr. io the word 
ennor @, faith that the Blders of the Church were called £44. 
mos» [eu Somset ret xai gwir TE woljevie » to wit (aith be , thofe P" 
verbe € gubernationt pracrant. Were he tells usalfo that the 
Magiltrate or Pretor who was fent witha Juliciall power in 
to thofe Townes which were undir the power of the Arbeni- 
aus, was called by the name of étimorG. The Septuagints ufe 
the word Nehem. 11.9. Poel the fon of Zichri Was their overa 
feer (imon in’ avri; ) and Judah che fon of Sennah was [c- 
cond over the City. Hethat had bu: the fecond place was a Ru- 
ler, how much more he that wa; in the firt plac? Loe here, 
the head and chief Ruler of the Benjamites called by the name 
Of stimonG-. So Numb. 31.14. -2 Kings r1. 15. the chief offi- 
cersof the Holt , the Captains over thoufands, and captains 
over hundreds , arecalled by the Septuigints &mami. 7's Puvaue- 
as. The fame Hebrew words which they reader by é3rxorQ, 
they render in other places by ¿mames prsjeEus , ue ys, An- 
tiftes Tomi wf prepofitus , ADON, Prisceps : Yea the name of 
God 7% tncy render by this word fod. 20. 29, This is the 
portion of a wicked man from God , andthe heritage appointed to 
bim by God , meg. te imoxirs faiththe Greek , by the overfeer , 
Cevenas the fame name of Bifhep is given to Chrift, 1 Per. 2. 
25. ) Conradus Kircherus in the word Pakad , tells us alfo 
that Gen. 41. 34. Let Pharaoh do this, and let him appoint Of- 
fizers over the Land , wherethe 70. read morapyag, the Greek 
Scholia which he ufeth to cite hath garsx5aes. | 
_ Fourthly , Peter addeth, not as being Lords , or over-ru- 
ling zg raxupizoorzec, that we might underítand he condemneth 
the ruling power of the Lord Bifhop, not of the Lords Bifhop, 
of Epifcopus Dominus , not of Epifcopus Domini, Jult as E- ` 
zek; 34.4. the fhepheards of Ifrael are reproved for lording it 
over theflock , with force and with cruelty have ye ruled them, It 
Was their duty to rule them , but it was their fin torulethem 
With force and with cruelty. 
The twentieth Argument I take from 1 Cor. 4.1. Let a man 
fe accannt of us, as of thc Miniffers of Ghrift , ana Stewards ef 
" Sf2 the 
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tbe myfterses of God. Moreover tt is requwed in. Stewards that a 

man be found faithful. And Tit.1.7. a Bith»pis the Steward of 

God; Sed aws- This name doth exclude Lordfhip and 

dominion , but wirhall it noteth a minifteriall rule or govern- 

ment, as in the proper, foin the metaphorical fignification s 

eire is a name diverfe times given by Arifotle in his Poli- 

ticks tothe civil Magi(trate. The Septuagints have diuo 65; as 

-fynony mous with gampi, oategmu ; mmpu. Efther 98.9. To 

the Lieutenants and tbe Deputics, The 70. thus, vius ofcoydunre nee 

TIS APUI. The holy Gholt by the faine word expreffeth Go- 

vernment , Gal. 4. 2. Um SAeresmus CA xg cteovoueus, dà under 

Tutors and Governors. Rom, 16.23. Eraftus is called § cirovbuG- 

ans macase  Z beophylatl thinks he was Governour of the Citys 

Erafmis that he was prefectus erario, Town-Treafurer. The 

Englifh Trarflators call him the C hamberlain of the City, Yea 

fetting afide the metaphorical fignification of this name often 

ufed for a name of rule; the very literall and native fignification 

‘of the word will ferve to (trengthen this Argument in hand, 

Minifters are «up, that i$ , houfe {tewards , or over the 

houfe ; but what houfe è? Ariftotle at the beginning of the fe- 

cond book of his Oeconomicks, diftinguifheth a fourfold ceco- 

nomy , Banni » ceregmnn, marin, anni: kingly, noble, ci- 

vil, private : The Minilters of Chrift are civoréxo: of the firft 

fort. They are ftewards in the houfe of the great King. He 

that is (teward in a Kings hoafe, mut needs havea ruling power 

inthehoufe. 1 Kings 4. 6. Abifyar was ever Solomons hog- 

fhold. x Kings18.3. And Ahab called Obadiah which was the 

Governour of hishoufe. 2 Kings 18.18. Eliakim which was o- 

(m) Curabit ver the houfoold. Inall which places the 70. have cixordu@-. I 

denique (#c6"0- "hold therefore with (=) Peter Martyr upon 1 Cor, 4. 1. that 

EM Minifters being by their calling and office {tewards in the houfe 

ventesa familia OF God, ought to caft out prophane impure perfons out of the 
excludat , eof- houfe, and receive them again upon their repentance. And wh 

demque fi pæni- are they called SteWards of the myfteries of God ? furely the Sa- 

inam, (£971 cramentsare part ( anda chief part) of thofe myfteries : and 

E "7 Chrift hath made his Minifters (not thecivil Mapiltrates ) Rew- 

h ards of thefe myfteries , to receive unto, or to exclude from the 

Sacraments; and as they may not keep back any of the children 


of the houle; fo they may not fuff.r dogs to eat at the childrens 
Table. 


The one and twentieth Argument, which fhall clawdere a- 


men, fhallbe drawn from AG. 15. where we find an Ecckfi- 
aftical Afembly or Synod of the Apoftles, Elders, and other 
choice brethren, fnch as Judas and Sylas : Thefe did fo affemble 
themflves, and proceed with authority in a bufincffe highly 
concerning the truth of the Gofpel ,' Chriftian liberty, the heal- 
ing of fcandal, and the preferving of peace in the Church, as 
that it is manifcft they had , and executed a power of govern- 
ment diftin& from Magiftracy. Afr. Selden de Fure natur. & 
Gent, lib. 7. cap. 12. hath fufficiently expreffed that which is the 
. ground of my prefent Argument sand I rather choofe to fpeak 
itin his words thenin my owne, Now a dispute being bad of 
this thing at Antioch, Paul and Barnabas ( who having nfed ma- 
ny Arguments againft that Pharifaical opinion, yet could not end 
the controver[fie ) are fent to Hierufalem that there the thing might 
- be determined by the Apoftles and Elders. Fe is agitated in a Sy- 
nod. Init it 1 determined by the Apoftles and Elders , that the 
Gentiles who had given their names to Chrift , are not indeed bound 
by the Law of Mofes or of the Hebrevwes, as it is Mofaicall and 
pre[cribed to the Church ar Common- Wealth of the owes , but that 
they ought ta enjoy their Chriftian liberty. And fo much for that 
which the Synod loofed them from. But what dorh the Synod 
bind uponthem ? The Synod doth alfo impofe certain things, 
namely abftinence from fornication, and from things offered to 
Idols, and from blood, and things ftrangled, VT QU Æ 
NECESSARIO OBSERVANDA ,. EX AUTHORITA- 
TE SYNODI , {aith Mr. Selden, BEING SUCH AS 
WERE NECESSARILY TO BF OBSERVED , IN 
REGARD OF THE AUTHORITY OF THE SYNOD, 
by thofe who giving their names tothe Chriftian Religion , foould 
live with the frwes (they alfo giving their names to the Chriflian 
Religion) and fo enter into religious felowfbip with them. I fhall 
adde two other Teftimonies of Mr. Prynas; The firt I Mall 
take out of his twelve confiderable ferions Oueftions concerning 
Church- Government, peg. §. where arguing againít the Indepen- 
dency of particular Congregations, heaskes, whether the 5)- 
Sf 3. nodal 
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nodal A ffembly of the Apoftles , Elivs, and Brethren at Hieru- 
faem, Ad.15. who MADE AND SENT BINDING 
DECREES to the Churches of the Gentiles in Antioch, Syria, 
and Cilicia. andother Churches, be notan apparent fubverfion 
of Independency. Sothat by Mr. Prynzs confeffion , the Scri- 
ture holds forth otter Governours or Rulers in the Church 
befide Magiltrates, and the 2uthority of thefe other Governours 
to be fach as to make and f:ud tothe Churches BIN DING 
DECREES in things and caufes Ecclefiaftical. Another Te- 
ftimony I take froin his /séependency examined , pag. YO. 1I. 
where be argucth againft the Independents , and proveth from 
AG. 15. theauthority of ordinary Ecclefiaftical Synods, bring- 
ing alio fix Arguments, to prove that the Apoftles did not there 
a& in their extraordinary Apoltolical capacity, or as acted by 
a (pirit of infallibility, tutin their ordinary capacity. There- 
afier he concludeth thus. Therefore their affembling in this 
Couxcel , vot in their extraordinary capacity , as Apoflles onely, 
but gs Elders, Miniflers z andthe Elders, Brethrens fitting tc- 
gether in Councell With them, upon this Controverfe and occafion, 
ss an undeniable Scripture authority for the la%falacffe, ufe of. 
Parliaments, Conncels , Synods under the Gofpel, upon all like 
nee fary occaficns 3 and FOR THEIR POWFR TO DE- 
TERMINE CONTROVERSIES OF RELIGION , TO 
MAKE CANONS IN THINGS NECESSARY FOR 
THE CHURCHES PEACE AND GOVERN- 
MENT. ~ 
Loe here Mr. Prynn givesus an undeniable Scripture au- 
thority for a diataktick governing power in the Church, diftin& 
from Magiltracy. How he will draw from 248. 15. theufe 
` of Parliaments or their authority, Ido not imagine : It is e- 
nough for my Argument that he acknowledgeth this Scripture 
to warrant Synodsof Minifters and Elders, and the power of 
thefe Synods to be not onely confultive , but conclu five, decifive, 
and obligatory ;, for, this (Ifuppofe ) he means by the power 
to determine controverfies , and to make Canonsfor the Chur- 
ches peace and government : élfe he had concluded nothing a- 


gainft the Independents , who yeeld a confultive Synodicall 
power. 


If 
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lt any fhail yecdefireto be more particularly fausficd con- 
cerning the ftrength of my prefent Argument from Ad, 15. I 
will make it out trom thefe particulars following. l 
Firht, Here isa power and authority to af&mble Synodi- 
cally , and itis an intrinfecall power within the Church it felf, 
not adventitious or extrinfecall from the Magiftrate. Whence 
the found ft Proteftant writers prove,that though the civil Ma- 
giftrate hath a power of convocating Synods, and he ought to 
do it when the Churches receíTi*y or danger doth call for fuch a 
remedy ; yet this power of his is pofitive , not privative , cue )) 
mulative , not, defleutiive, And that sf the 7Magiflrate be an 
enemy aud perfecuter of the Church andof true Keligian , or ceafe 
to do bis duty , that is to wit, ina manifest danger of the Church, 
the Church notwithftanding ought not to be wanting to ber felf, bus 
ought taufe the right and authority of convocation , which first and 
foremoft remaineth vith tbe Rulers of the Church ; as may be [een 
Aft. 15. So fay the Profcflors of Leyden in Synopf. purior. Theol, 
Difp. 49. Thef.24. befide diverfe others whom I might here cite, 
but that isnot now my bufineffe. | 
Secondly, Befidethe pudlikedebate and deliberation, the 
Synod did alfo choofe and fend certain delegates or commiffio- 
ners to Antioch, and wrote by them a Synodical Epiltle to the 
Churches in Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia. I beleeve fuch Sy- - 
nodical acts of fendiog Commiffioners and letters to the Chur- 
ches in other Nations or Provinces, fhould now belookt upon. 
asacts of government , if done without the leave of the Magi- 
(trate, as then Fda and Silas were fent, j 
Thirdly, That Synod did exercife and make ufe of a three- 
fold Ecclefiaftical power, for remedy of a three-fold Ecclefza- 
Rical difeafe.. 1. They purge out the leven of falfe do&rine 
and herefie, by deciding and determining that great controverfie, 
whether Circumeifion and the keeping of the Ceremoniall Law 
of Mofes were neceflary to falvation. They hold forth and de- 
clare to the Churches the negative ; And this they do by the 
dogmatik power. 2. There wasa great fcandal. taken by the 
beleeving Jewes (then not fully in(tru&ed and perfwaded con- 
cerning the abrogation of the Ceremoniall Law by the death of 
Chrift) who were fofar tumbled and offended at the yc e 
i Gentiles. , 
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Geritiles for their eating of things facrificed toldols, and of 
blood, and things {trangled , that they could not freely nor con- 
tentedly converfe, company , and eate together wich the Gen- 
tiles. Forremedy whereof, theSyned doth require ( in ree 
gard of thelawof love, edification, peace, and avoyding of 
{candall ) that the Gentiles (hould abftain from thofe things, as 
alfo from fornication, ( which for what caufe it is added, 
I do not now difpute) And this they do by the Diatakrik pow- 
er. 3. There was a ons, aíchifme , diffention, and rent 
madeiathe Church by the Jadaizing Teachers, ver^ 2. Who 
clothed themfelves with a pretended authority. and warrant 
from the Apoftlesand Elders at Hieru/alem, and thereupon got 
the more following, and drew away the more difciples after 
them. For remedy hereof, the Synod ftigmatizeth and brand- 
eththofe men , by declaring them to be lyars, troublers of the 
Church, and fubverters of fouls, verf: 24. And this they do by 
the Cririck power, or authority of cenfures. 

Fourthly, The decree and Canon of the Synced, which is 
made , impofed , emitted and promulgat , is authoritative, de- 
cifive, and binding; AR. 15.28. For it. fecmed good to the koly 
Ghost, and ( kere the Arabick repeateth se f/eemed good ) to us, 
to lay upon you no greater burtben then thefe nece([ary things , That 
Je abfl ain exc. If it be faid that this was but a doctrinal advice. 
It feemed good ec. Yanfwer, Jofephus Astig. fud. lib. 4. cap. 8. 
{peaking of the decree of the fupreme Saphedrin ( which he 
that difobeyed wasto be put to death ) calls it m'Soxoðy . that 
which feemeth good: So likcwife in this plice, the word ££, 
is not meant of an Opinion cnely, for an Opinion (as Schoul- 
men dcfineit ) is properly fuch a Judgement of or aflent ro a 
thing , asis evidentand firme, but not certain : So that Opi- 
nion cannot beafcricedto the holy Groft; Tt is theretore here 
a word of authority and decree : as Mr. Leigh inhis Critica 
facra at the word Soglo noteth out of. Chemnitiuse In which 
fence the Greciaus frequently uie it. So Stephanus out of 
Demofthenes : Adosu m Boag. It is decreed by the Senate, 
And Budeus out ot Plato, NSoxral por xor are. It 14 certaine 
ly appointed to die, Ooferve alio the word 23ms5yesu , and 
karG- , impofing and burthen, They do impofe fome rone 

onely 
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onely they are carcfull to impofe no burthen except tn meceffa- 
ry things, 26s 16.4 And as they went through the Cities 
they d-livered them và Biyuarra Ta xexpyva, the decrees that were 
ordained of the Apoftles and Elaers Which were at Hiernfalem. 
And here I cannot paffe the obfervation of that gentleman who 
hath taken f» good pains in the Original Tongues , Mr. Leigh 
in his Critica facra of the New  Teftament , on the word 
&ypa + Wüerefocver Niua 15 found in the New-Lestament, 
it ts put for Decrees or Lawes , as Luke 21. Ms 17. 7. 
it as put for the Decrees of Cafar ; And. Epbef. 2. 15. Colof. 
2. I4. for the Ceremonial Lawes of Mofes ; and fo frequent- 
ly by the LX X. in the Old Teftament for Decrees; a Dax. 
2. 13. and 3. 10. 29. and 4. 6. for Lawes, Dan. 6. 8. 
Caterum faith Erafmus upon A, 16.4. Dogmata Graca vox 
eft , fignificans C ipfa decreta five placita , non do€trinam ut 
valgus existimat. And whereas fome have objected , that 
doyana and Soypentous are ufed onely in reference to a do- 
Ctrinal power, aS Col. 2, 20. fayuanlede Lanfwer, Budeus 
expounds Sopparices tO be decerno, and Col. 2. 20. Soy ucrile de, 
The Syriack makes it judicamimi ; Erafmus and Bullinger, 
Decretis tenemini, Stephanus , Beza, and Gualtber , ritibus 
oneramiat ; the Englith Tranflators, are ye fubjett to Ordi- 
nances ? This fubje&ion was not onely to Doétrines , but 


to Commandments , verf. 22. after the Gommandementy and. 


Detht:s of men x and thefe commandements ( though im 
deed and trath the commandements of men onely at that 
time) were impofed as the Commandements of God, and 
as Ceremoniall Lawes given by- Mefes. The vulgar Latine 
hath decermitis, and Tertullian readeth Sententiam fertis, both 
of them ( it feemeth ) having read Soywanters : however 
they underftand the power related unto to be more then Do- 
Grinall. 

I conclude that $ uam, [4615 16. 4. mult be morethen 
Doétrinal declarations, and that it is meant of binding de- 
crees (that I may ufe Mr. Prynns phrafe) efpecially when 
Joyned with YAH LAA Ye Um TOV amiscrey xg Twy aisi Tápur 5 
there was a Judgemenr paffed and given upon the making and 
fending of thofe Peyyare, Not the judgement of one ortwo, 

Tt but 
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but the judgement of the Apoftles and Elders Synodically af 
fembled. So ffs 21.25. James and the Elders {peaking of 
that Synodical judgement fay, we have written and concluded that 
shey obferve no fuch thing , Cc. | 

Thefe four confiderations being laid together , concerning 


` anintrinfecall Ecclefiaftical power of affembling together Sy- 


nodically; of choofing and fending Commiffioners with a 
Synodical Epiftle to the Churches in other parts; of provi- 
ding cffe&nal and neceffary remedies both for herefies, fcandals, 
and fchifmesarifing in the Church ; of making and impofing 
binding decrees on the Churches , will infallibly prove from 
Scripture authority another Government in the Church befide 
Mazgiltracy. ` 

. 1 might hereadde other Arguments, but fo much for this 
tune, ; 


s 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. X. 


Ld 


Some Objetlion; mide againft Ecclef- 
aflical Government aid Difcipline 
anfwered, | 


R. Heffy in his Epiftle to my felfe obje&eth thus ; 
What will your cen[ure doe? it will fhame a few Whores 

“and knaves ; a great matter to foame them the Law of nae 
pare foameth, 

All this in terminis might have been as jultly objected again ft 
the Apoitle Paul, when he wrote to the Corixthians to put 
away from among themfelves the inceftuous man. What will 
your cenfuredo Paul ? a great matter to fhame one whom 
thelaw of nature fhameth. The Lord fave me from that 
Religion which will not fhame Whores and Theeves, and all 
other whom the Law of Nature fhameth, and that ina Church 
way (as wellascivilly) if any fuch member fall into fuchim- 
piety : yet this is notall, All Orthodox Writers that write of 
Church-cenfures, will tellhim, that fcandalls either of Do- 
Grine or life, either againft the firlt or fecond Table, fall under 
Ecclefiaftical cognizance and cerfure. 

Secondly, He argueth thus oid. Sure in the day of our 
Lord there Will be as good a returne of rhe Word preached, as o 
thecenfure. Andinhis plea pag. x. If the Word be able to make 
theman of God perfeit, then nothieg is Wanting to him s perfe&um 
cui nihil deeft : aud it s a Wonder how shat C onfcience [bonld be 
Mors upon by humane authority , with whom divine cannot pre- 
Valle : 

Tta Afi. 1. 


\ 
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A-fy. 1. Thisalío he might as wcll have objeéted a- 
gain(t the Apcftle Past, who did r: quire the Corinthians to put 
away from among them theinceftuous man, and Tirs to re- 
j&t an Heretick atter once or twice admonifhing of him. 2. He 
might objcét the fame thing againft Magiftracy. Shall there not 
be a better account of the word preached then of Magiftracy ? 
and if the Word beable to make the man of God perfe&, there* 
is no need of Magiltracy. Perfedtum eff eni nibil deeft. Surely 
many Eraftian Arguments do wound Civil as well as Ecclef- 
aftical Government, 3. Church-cenfures are not a&s of hu- 
mane authority, for they are difpenfed in the name of the Lord 
Jefus Chrift, and (if clave non errante ) are ratified in heaven, 
4. Difciplineisno addition to that Word which is able to 
make the man of God perfc& , for it is one of the directions 
of the Word. 5. The comparifon which fome make be- 


tween the efficacy of the Word preached, and the efficacy of 


Church- difcipline, a$to the point of converting and winning 
foules, isa meer fallacy ab ignoratione elenchi :for Church di- 
Ícipline is not intended aSa converting, light-giving, or life- 
giving Ordinance. Faith comes by bearing, and hearing by the 
Word of God : and the Word is tbe power of God for falvation to 
every one that belecyeth. But Ecclefiaftical Difcipline hath a 
neceflary ufe, thoughit hath not that ufe. Difcipline and cen- 
fures in the Church are intended. 4. For the glory of God, 
that his name may not be blafphemed , nor the doctrine of the 
Gofpel reproached, by occafion of uncenfured fcandalls in the - 
Church. 2. For keeping the Ordinances of Chrift from pro- 
phanation and pollution, that figna gratie divine, the fignee-- 
of Gods favour and grace, and the feales of his Covenant may 
be denied to unworthy fcandalous perfons. 3. For preferving 


_ the Church from the infection of bad and fcandalous examples, 


it is fit to put a black mark upon them, and to put away the 
wicked perfon as the Apoftle faith ; for a rotten member if it 
be not cut off, anda fcabbed fheep if not feparated from the 
flock, may infe& the reft. 4. For the good alfo of the offen- 
der himfelf, that be may be afbamed, and humbled. 2 Tbe/.3.14,. 
2 Cor. 2. 7. This afflicting of the finner with {hame and forrow, 
may and {hall by the blefling of God be a.means to the pe 
lon. 
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&ion of the ficth ; 1 Cor. 5.5. that isto tame and mortifie his 
lufts, and fo far removere prohibens that he may be the better 
wrought upon by the Word. I conclude , Church-Govern- 
ment being inftituted by Chrift, and having a neceffary ufe in 
the Church ; the Eraftians gain nothing by comparing it with 
the Word. Becaufe it is not fo neceffary as the Word , Ergo, it 
is not neceffary at ali, Or becaufe it is not efficacious in the 
fame manneras the wordis. Ergo it is not efficacious at all. 
The Apoftle faith Chrif fent me not to baptiz but to preach the 
Gofpel , 1 Cor. 1.17. What if he had faid Chrift (ene me wot to rule 
bnt to preach the Gofpel ? Then had the Eraftians triumphed. 
Yet this expreffion could not have proved that Church-govern- 
meat is not an Ordinance of Chrift, more then that can prove 
that Baptifme is not an Ordinance of Chrift. A negative in 
the comparative, will not inferre a negative in the pofitive. 

3. Objekt.  Iconld never yet fee faid Mr. Coleman how tro ce- 
ordinate governments exempt from Superiority and inferiority can 
be in one State. 

Againft this I inftanced in the co-ordinate governments o£: 
a General and an Admiral, of a Mafter and a Father, of a 
Captain anda Mafter in onefhip. Mr. Haffey finding he can 
not make good Mr. Colemans word , tells me pag. 7. that he 
meaneth two füpreme co-ordinate Governments. Where firk: 
helofeth ground, and tacitely yeeldeth that Church-Govern- 
ment and Civil Government, diftiné each from other do well: 
confit, aSlongas they are not fupreme , but as two armes un- 


. der one head : Noinconfiftency therefore of Congregational and : 


Claffical Elderfhips , and of Provinciall Affemblies, with the 
fubordinate Magiltrates and civil Courts in Cities and Coun- . 
ties. Next we hall find alfo in Scripture two co-ordinate fu-- 
preme Governments, for theciviland the Ecclefiaftical San- 
hedrin of the Jewes were both fupreme and co-ordinate, and. 
there was no appeal from the fentence of either : as is evident by 
that disjunctive Law , Deut. 17.12, And the man that Will do 
prefunptuonu[ly , and will not hearken unto the Priest ( thatis to - 
the Priclts,as verf. 9.) or unto the Fudge (that is, the Affembly - 
or Court of Judges, asI have cleared elfe-where.) even that 
man [ball die. But I have alfo anfwered more fully this obje&ion + 
concerning co-ordination. Chap. 9. — —— Objet. 
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© 4 ObjH. Migilters have other work todo, and fuch as 
will take up the whole man. To this Argument (faith Mr. 
Hw(fey pag. 9.) Mr. Gilespie maketh wo anfWer at all, though 
Saint Panl u(etb the very felf [anse eArgument to difcharge the 
Preachers from overfight of he poor. Alt.6.2. God forbid we 
foould leave the care of the word of God, and (erue at Tables. It 
will riot be unfeafonable to mind both him and Mr. Prynne that 
the canonized names by them ufed Stylo Romano, Saint Paul, 
Saint Matthew, Saint Mark, &c. ought to be laid afide,except 
they willufe it of all Saints, and why not as well Saint Mofes, 
and Saint Aarca ( whom the Pfalmift calls the Saint of the 
Lord, ?). or why not Saint Aquila, Saint Apollos , Saint Epa- 


phras, &c. Methinks men profeffing Reformation ought not to 


fatisfie themfelves in ufing this forme of fpeech , onely of fuch 
as have been canonizedat Rome, and inrolled Saints in the Popes 
Calender. Andas ftrangeitis that Mr. Haffey makes Panl to 
e&t in the bufincfle, 4&6. before he was either Saint or Apo- 
fle. Now tothe Argument, I did anfwer at firt (though Mr. 
Fu ffey is pleafed not totake notice of it) pag.36. that where 
Mr. Coleman obje&ted , Minifters have other work to do he 
might as well have added , that when Miuilters have done that 
other work , and all that ever they can , yet without the power 
of Church-go vernment , they hall not keep themfelves, nor 
the Ordinances from pollution : thatis, Ghurch-Government 
isa part of their work, anda neceffary part, which hath been 
proved : I thought it enough to touch an anfwer wherean obje- 
&icon was but touched : another objection in that very place: 
being more infilted on '( and with more colour of reafon) cone 
cerning the fear of an ambitious enfnarement. 
. And for the obje&tion now in hand, Mr. Huffy hath made it 
no whit ftrouger by his inftance from 44. 6. For x. the A- 
poltles did uot wkoly lay afide the care ofthe poor. Sure Pas 
( afterward an Apcftle ) took great care cf the poor at diverfe 
times, and in diverfe places as hicafelf recordeth + but fuch ta- 
kiag care of the poor as did diftra& and hinder them from the 
min work of preackingthe Gofpel , this was it which they 
drchined ; and in that refpet the work of baptizing alfo did 
give place tothe work of preaching, 1 Cer. Y. 17. Likewt'e 
the 


Pw w 


ac^. 


the work of Difcipiine muft be fo ordered , as may not hinder 
the principal work of preaching the Gofpel: which is very po 
fible,yea probatam eff s for where Church-government ts exerci- 
fed , there 2reas painful Preachers as any in the World , and 
fuch as negle& none of their other work. 2; Totake fpeciall 
and particular care of the poor, did belong by Chrifts inftituti- 
on ( whofe mind was no doubt known to the Apofiles) tothe 
office of Deacons, and for that reafon the Minifters of the word 


ought in like manner to be relieved of that burthen by Deacons: 


but Church-Government doth belong to the Elders of the 
Church, of whom fome labour both in De€trine and Govern- 
ment, others in Government enely. ` 

But neither muft the Argument go fo, I have another thing 
toask; what isthat other work which willtakeup the whole 


man? Mr. H»w[fey pag. 12. expounds Mr. Colemans meaning, . 


that the preaching of the Gospel Would take up the whole man , efpe- 
cially in our times our knowledge of the Scriptures ts to be acqui- 
red by ordinary means Gc. And in his Epiftle to the Parliament 
he faith, / found the Minifter charged onely with preaching and 
baptizing, Which being performed With fuch zeal. andailigence as 
ts needful , 1s aboundantly a fufficient employment. And fo he 
takes off the Minifter not: onely from Government, but from 
vifiting particular families, efpecially the fick; from catechi- 
fing and examining thofe whoare to be admitted to the Lords 
Supper, from the celebration of the Lords Supper it felf, to fay 
nothing of the folemnization of marriage, yea from difputati- 
ons in Schools concerning the controverfies of the time, which 
yet himfelf fo much calls for. And why ? the Minifter hath o- 
ther work to do, and fuch as will take up the whole man, which 
is to preach and baptize. 

S. Objet. It ats of Government be putin the hands of 
Church-Officers, there is fear of an ambitious enfnarement, 
Which Mr. Coleman proved by an arguing from his owne heart 
to the hearts of other men, Ar. Gile/pies afer to the matter 
of ambition faith Mr. Huffey, pag. 10. is onely by involving the Ci- 


vil Magiftrate in the famedasger of ambition. And here he fal- 


leth out into a concertation, profeffedly with my anfwer , but 


really with Mr. Colemans Argument : for the foundation of his- 


Argument 
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Argument was univerfal, Might 1 meafure others by my felfe, 
and 1 know not why 1 may not ( God fafhioneth mens hearts alike, 
and as in Water face an[wers to (ace , fo the beart of man to man ) 
Cre. Hereupon I replyed, Is this corruption onely in the hearts 


- of Minifters P or sit inthe hearts of all other men ? 1 fuppofe be 


will fay in dl mens hearts ; andthen tu Argument will conclude a- 
gainft all Civil Government. 

And now per omnes mufas I befeech him, which of us in- 
volveth the Magiftratein ambition ? Multi be charged with 
involving the Magiftrate becaufe I difcovered that Mr. Colemans 
Argument involveth the Magiftrate ? He might as truly fay he 
is not the Trzyror that commits Treafon , but heis the Traytor 
that reveals Treafon. And why faith he that my anfwer was 


_onely concerning that involving of the Magiftrate ? Did I not 


firft (hew that the two Scriptures on which Mr. Colemans Ar- 
gument was grounded, did not prove it: though now Mr. Hyf- 
fey tells us Mr. Coleman did but allude to thofe Scriptures ( I 
am fure it wasall the Scripturall proof which was brought for 
that Argument upon which fo much weight was laid ) which 
I will not trouble my Reader withall faith he : A pretty fhift, when 
a man cannot defend the Argument , then foríooth he will not 
trouble the Reader, Next, did I not deny that which Mr. Cole- 
man didtake for granted ; that we may reafon from this or that 
particular corruption in one mans heart, to prove the fame par- 
ticular corruption in all other mens hearts,and that Pasil taught 
us not fo ? Pbi.2. 3. Did I notalfoapnfwer in hisowne 
words , that his Brethrens »wifedom and humility may fafely be 
trufted with as large a [pare of Government as themfelves defive ? 
Did I not laftly anfwer, thatif his whole Argument were gran- 
ted , it cannot prove that there ought to be no Church-Govern- 
ment , for where the thing is neceffary , abufes muft be cor- 
rected and amended , but muft not tale away the thing it felt ? 
Unto which exceptions nothing hath been replied, nor offered 
to vindicate or make good that Argument which was publikely 
offcred to the Parliament. If fuch men were fit to put 
the reverend Affembly and all the Miniftery of England to {chool 


again , tolearn to difpute, let every pious and wife man judg. 
And fo I am ledd on to another Objection, 


6. Objet. 
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6. Objeti. Schools of Divinity will advance learning and 
Religion, and gèt usanable Miniftery more then Ecclefiafticall 
Government cando. So Mr. Cokman in his Sermon pag. 26. 
Yea Mr. Huffy calleth for Schools, that there may be unity 
found ainong the Preachers of the Gofpel , together with more 
learningand knowledge , pag. 12, 13,14,15. ( where by the 
way the Jefuits are much beholdiog to him , and Protcftant 
Writers very little.) In his Epiftle to the Parliament he defireth 
that Minifters would unbend their thought of Government, and 
think on wayes to get knowledge. I fhoald have thought multan 
fcientia, parumConfciestie, might be as feafonablea complaint. 
Knowledge and learning are indeed moft: neceffary , and T am 
confident fhall flourifh more under Presbyteriall Government, 
then either under Popery or Prelacy. School-difputes need not 
hinder Ecclefiaftical Government : that ought to be done, and 
this not to be left undone. Thereis a practical part which be- 
longs to Presbyteries and Synods , as well as 4 contemplative 
part belonging to Schools: which made (™) the Divines of (m) Synod. 
Zeeland to ofter this among other Articles to be advifed upon on [eff- 18; 
by the Synod of Dort , that they who are preparing for the Mi- oq 2575,75, 
niftery, may (aftertheir education at Schools, before their regimini Eccles ` 
fetling inthe Miniftery ) be for fomefpace prefent in Presby- fie aliquando 
teries , to learn Church-Government, That whicha Minifter {#7 praftciendi: 
mult do, is work : and that work is labouring in the Word and m. is ee 
^ . : E to gimen in 
Doctrine, in ruling and watching over the flock, in difpenfing scholis exalte 
the Ordinances to them as afaithful Steward. But Mr. Huf- non addifiitur, 
fey pag. 15. tells us the Minifter muft not be called from his ftu- non abs re feret 
dy to examine notorious offences : which indeed futeth his noti- / 4/qwor ame 
onof Schools, The Grecians did not intend Schools for any 7/7 757757. 
fuch work; for to them syo) was reft from work, and anoretCeiv celebrioritus pe- 
to be idle, to takea vacation from work , that is, from other reftas ‘His fiat ut 
aflairs , and from a practical life, to attend reading and [tudies. ?nter/nr Presby- 
If Schools be made to ferve for all thofe neceffary ufcs which 7/56 
Church-Government will ferve for; then there is much faid : 
but other wife nothing aeainft us. | 
7. Objet, But uis en[Lodiet ipfos custodes ? if the power 
of Government and cenfures be in the hands of Church-officers, 
how fhall they becenfurable and punifhable for their owne of- 
Vu fences ? 
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fences ? How fhall the Cenfurers themfelves be cenfured ? This 
objection I find in the eight Epiftle of Dionyfius Areopagita (or 
whoever he was that wrote under that name) It was made by 
one D«mopbilus What then fay you, muft not the propbane Pritts, 
or [uch as are convicted to have done fomewhat amilfe be;corretled? 
and fhall it be lawful to them alone , While they glory in the Law, 
to difbonour God by breaking of tbe Law? A little after , this di- 
rec anfwer is made to the objection. But if perhaps any among 
shefe erre from that which it becommeth him to do, mag Tov sporayoy 
aio» smavoploShrenu, let him be corretted by the Saints of is ovne or- 
der , and fo order [ball not be intermixed With order , but each one 
foallbe exercifed in his owne order and adminiftration. As the 
faults of Church-officers defer ve the greatcft cenfures, fo in all 
the Reformed Churches, where the free exercife and admini- 
tration of Church-difcipline is received , there is greateft feve- 
rity of Church-difcipline againft Church-officers , and efpe- 
cially againft Minifters of the Word, when any fuch are upon 
jut proof convi& of fcandal. Itis too much diffidence (and 
groundleffe , I dare fay) toapprehend that Minifters who have 
taken upon them the bond of {uch a Covenant , and joyned in 
fucha Reformation, will yet be ready to connive at any fcan- 
dalous perfon of their owne coat. And if a Claffis fhould hap- 
pen to commit fuch an error , yet there can be no fuch fear in 
this particular from a Provinciallor National Affembly,which 
ina well Reformed Church, (as they are conftituted of choice, 
able, and godly, both Minifters and others affembled from dir 
verfe quarters , fo) ufetocorre& (not to confirme) the mal- 
adminiftration in inferior Ecclefiaftical Courts, I fpeak here of 


. the Ecclefiaftical offences of Church-officers : thetr other offen- 


ces belonging wholy to the Civil cognizanceand Jurifdi&ion.. 
9. Objet. But let tbe Scripture [peak expre(fely , and Infti- 
tutions appear InfHtutions , and all muft bow. It is asked why 
we mult not mre a muft be, as well as.a may be zand whether 
do our proofes amount to an Inftitutionanda Jms divinum. 
For fatisfa&ion in this point alfo. I anfwer the Queftion which 
for the prefent I fpeak to , is not whether Chrift hath in his 
Wordlimited and determined us to any one particular forme 
of Church-goverament., fo as no other forme can be admitted 
as. 
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as lawful or agreeable tothe Word : Much leffedoI now en- 
quire what is that particular forme or kind of Government 
which Chrift hath infticuted. But the prefent controverfie 
with the Eraftiansis, whether Chrift have not appointed and 
inftituted a Government in his Church in the hands of Church- 
officers, diftinét from Civil government: As it is one thing to 
enquire whether it be the will of God, that there bea civil Go- 
vernment or Magiftracy, that is, that there be not an Anarchie 
inaN.tion, but fome rule and government. Another thing, 
to enquire whether God hath in his Word limitted a nation to 
any one particular kind of Civil Government , and if any, 
whatitis ? Soitisonething to enquire whether it be the will 
of Chrift, that chere be an Ecclefialtical Government , or an 
intrinfecal power of ruling in the hands of Church-officers, 
diftinct from the civil Government? Another thing to ask 
whether the Word determineth any one kind of Church-Go- 
vernment as neceffary , and which itis? The former, not the 
latter is our prefent controverfie. ^ Yeain very truth the E- 
raltians do oppofe not onely the inftitution, but the lawfulneffe 
and agreeableneffe to the Word of God, of a Church.Govern- 
ment diftin& from the civil; For their principles and Argu- 
ments tend to the invefting of the civil Magiftrate with the 
whole and fole power of Church-Government ; as that which 
belongeth to him onely., and that Jure divino :.So that if their 
Principles hold good., it (hall beunlawful and «contrary to the 
Word of God, for Church-officers to claim, or affume, or exer- 
cife any Government or power of cenfures. Though (I fay ) 
the clearing and vindicating of the lawfulneffe of a diltin® 
Church-Government , . doth overthrow the Eraftian Princi- 
ples: yet that I may deal the more clearly and fully , for the fa- 
tisfaction of all fuch as may be fatisficd , this.I-avouch and a- 
verre : /¢  Juredivino, Zr z the Will of God, and of his Sonne 
fefus Chrilt the King and Head of bis Church, that there be a 
Gburch-Government in the hands of Church-Officers diftintt from 
the Civil Government. Ir is deneceflitate precepti, of the ne- 
coffity of precept that ir be fo. ` It ss fin and a violation of Ghrifis 
Infhitntion if tt be not fo, Tam confident the Arguments which 
J have brought Chap. 9. will reach this point, and fully con- 
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cludeit , efpecially if the ftrength of them be put together. 
Yet now to drivethe nail tothe head , I adde thefe following 
Arguments, directly inferring and proving an Inftitution. 

Fi:ft, The Scripture fpeaks of Church Government in the 
fame manner , and with the fame height , fulnefle, and perem- 
ptorincfle of expreflion , asit fpeaketh of other things which 
are without controverfie acknowledged even by the Eraftians 
themfelves to be Inftitutions of Chrilt. Forinftance,eLet the 
Eraftians prove againft the Socinians the neceffity and pérpe- 
tuity of the Ordinance of Baptifme , that it ought to continue 
alwais in the Church, and that by vertue of an Inftitution and 
precept of Chrift : I will undertake by the like medium to ire 
ferre the like conclufion concerning Church- Government. A- 
gain, let them prove the neceffity , perpetuity , and inftituti. 
on (I fay notnow of the Word it felf, or of preaching, but) 
of the miniftery , or of the Paftoral office, I will bring the 
like Argument concerning Churck-Government:! do not now 
compare or paralel the Government with the Miniftery of the 
Word guo «d neceffitatem medii vel finis , as being equally necef- 
fary to falvation , nor yet as being equally excellent ; but. this 
I fay , The one is by the Scripture language an Inftitution and 
Ordinance of Chrift as wellas the other, One Ordinance may 
differ much from another , and ftill-both be Ordinances. 

: Secondly ,. Church-Government is reckoned among fuch 
things as had. an Inftitution , and which God did fet in the 
Church, 1.Cor. 12.28. Itisagood Argument for the Inftitu- 
tion of Paftors and Teachers, that God fet them inthe Church, 
as weread in that place, and Chrift gave them to the Church, 

lef. 4. 11... Will not thisthen hold as well for the In(titution 

f a Government inthe Church ? ThattheGoverntnents mene 
tioned 1 Cor.12. 28«are Ecclefiaftical and:diftin® from civil; 
isalready proved, Chap.6. ` ; | 
‘Thirdly, If itbe the will and commandement of God, that 
we be fubje&t.and obedient to Church-Governors,as thofe who 
are over usinthe Lord, :às-wellas to civil:Governors , -thenit 
isthe will-of. God that-there be: a rule and Government inthe 
Church , diftin&t from thecivil. For Relata(e mutuoponuat 
uelctoluent, AF webe obliged by the Afth oe 
ly fuy onour 
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honour Magitrates as Fathers, then itis the will of God that 
there be fuch Fathers, So when we ate commanded to 
know them which are over us in the Lord, and to efteem 
them highly , x Thef. 5. 12, to honour doubly Elders that rule 
Well, 1 Tim, 5,17. to be fübje&t and obedient unto. Ecclefiafti- 
call Rulers, Heb. 13.17. with verle 7,24. doth nos this intimate 
the will of God, that Paftors end El:ers be over usin the Lord, 
and rule us Ecclefiaftically ? 1 7 
Fourthly, That which being adminiltred is a praife and 
commendaticn to a Ckurch, and being omitted is a ground of 
controverfie to Chrift againft a Church, csn be no other then 
an Ordinarce , ard neceffary duty. But Church-Govern- 
ment and Difcipline is fuch a thing , as being adminiftred, it is 
a praife ard commendation toa Church, 2 Cer. 2. 9. Revel. 2. 
2. and being omitted is a ground of Controverfic to Chrift 
againit a Church , 1 Cor. $. 1, 2. 6, Revel, 2. 14. 20. 
Ergo. 


vA mos Pees 


Fifthly, The rules and directions concerning an Ec- - 


clefiaftical Government and. Difcipline are delivered precept- 
wifein Scripture 1 Cor. 5. 13. Put away that Wicked perfon 
from among you. 2 Theff. 3. 14. Note that man. Tit. 3. 10. 
A man that is an Heretich after the firft and fecond admonition 
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appointed Dest. 17. 12. that the man who will not hearken to 
the Judge fhall die ; and it is not there expreff-d that the Judge 
(hall put him to death, more then it is exprefled here that the 
Church (hall declare the off. nder to be as a heathen and a publi- 
can, 3. They muft bind fuch a one by Excommunication, 
Whatfeever ye bindoneartb , &c. 

Neither could it ever enter in the thoughts of Jefus Chrift 
to command one Church- membtr or private brother to efteem 
another brother asan heathenand a publican, whom he would 
not have fo efteemed by the whole Ghurch : and Jeaft of all can 
it be the will of Chrift that one and the fame perfon fhould be 
efteemed by one of the Church to;be as a heathen and a publican, 
amd withall be efteemed by the whole Church asa brother , a 


good Chriftian , a Church- member, and accordingly to be free- 


ly admitted to the Ordinances. 


CHAP. 


Se Ee ee. 
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CHAP. XI. 
Fhe necefsity of a diftink® Church-Go- 


vernment under Cbriflian as well as 


under Heathen Magiftrates. 


Son" when they could not denie but there was a Church- 
Government in the Primitive and Apoftolick Churches , di- 
ftin& from all civil Government , and Churchcenfures diftinct 
from all civil punifhments;yet they have aledged (though no fuch 
thing was alledged of old,neither by Conftantine and ether Chri- 
ftian Emperors,nor by others in their behalf) that this was for 
want of Chriftian Magiftrates, and thatthereis not the fame 
reafon for fuch a Church-Government or cenfures, where there 
is a Chriftian Magiftracy. See Mr. Huffeys plea, pag. 24. 
Aslikewife Mr. Pryzse in his Diotrephes catechifed. Malter 
Colemans re-examination, pag. 16. calls for an inftance where 
the State was Chriftian. Fot taking off this exception, Ifall 
obferve, i 
Firlt of all (") Grotiss (otherwife no good friend to Church- (n) Annot. in 


Luc. 6.21. 

Reperti funt (y qui Judicia ifla E c&left e putarent inbibenda , quoties. Chriftianas poreffates Dems con- 
cederet feculo fyc. At Chrifli leges multo plus exigunt , quam in commune civibus imperii alicujus 
preferibi folet, ant etiam poteft , femper enim magna pars bominum pori Ta 7,6 ou xpos. Quare 
civiles quidem leges fuo funguntur officio , ft graviora {y foctetati maxime nocentia delifla coerceant : 
at qua contra dilectionis , contra manfuetudinis , contra parientie leges peccantur , extra communes le. 
ges funtpofita : nonetiamextra eas leges quas (e fehantibus Chrifus praftril it, gy fecundam quas 
jndicare debet ille féle£fus ex mundo catus... Obes) 
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Government, being poifoned with the Arminian Principles, 
who have endeavoured to weaken extremely the authority of 
Claffical and Synodical Affemblies, and to givea kind of Papal 
power to the Magiftrate)yet in this particular he argueth (trong- 
ly for us,and not againft us. 

Secondly, Whereis that Chriftian, Magiftracy which hath 
fuppreffed or punifled all fuch offences as did fall under Ecclefia- 
{tical cognizance and cenfure, inthe Primitive and Apoftolick 
Churches? Or where is that Chriftian Magiftrate that will yet 
undértake to, punith all thofe offencesand fcandils which were 
cénfüred in the Apoftolick Churches ? Till fome fuch inftance 
be given, this exception againlt Church-di(cipline. and cenfures 
under a Chritian Magiftrate hathnot fo much as colour enough. 
Alia (unt leges Cefarum ‘alie Chrifli : aliud Paptniamhb ; alind 
Paulus nofter pracipit faith Hierome in Epitaph. Fabiole. Cafars 
Lawes , andChrifts Lawes are not tbe fame, but different. Pa- 
pinianta commands one thing ,.Paul wkother thing. Chryfostome 
Homil. 12. in 1. Epiftcad Cor. tellsus that the belt and wifelt 
Law-givers had appointed no puni(hment for fornication , for 
confuming and trifling away of time with playing at-dice, for 
gluttony and .drunkennefle , for Stage.plaies and lafcivious 
whorifh geftures therein. Istherenot fome caufeto apply all 
this (and much more of this kind) evento Chriftian Law- gi- 
versand Magi(trates? Put the cafe that he who iscalleda bro- 
ther (asthe Apoftle fpeaks ) that is a member of the vifible 
Church, be found gre(f-ly ignorant of the Principles of Reli- 
gion, and fo far from growing in knowledge, that he lofeththe 
Knowledge of the Scriptures, aud of thetruth of God which- 
he had (for this hath been diverfe times ebferved) through ne- 
gle& of the means : or if he be known to neglect ordinarily 
prayer in and with his Family , and to continue in that offence 
after admonition : or if hè livein known or fcandalous malice 
and envie, and refüfe to be reconciled with his neighbour, or if 
he be a Known lyar and di(fembler sor if by his words and a&i- _ 
ons he do {candaloufly and manifeftly (hew himfelf covetous, 


drowned in fenfaality , ambitious , proud :or if hegivea foul 


{candal by filthy and obfcene fpéeches , by lafcivious, obfcene, 
whori(b-like geftures or actions, where the act it felf of adul- 
tery 
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tery or fornication cannot be proved. I fùppofe that for thefe 
. and fuch like fcandals ( which are caufes deferving not onely 
the Elderfhips enquiry and admonition, but fufpenfion from the 
Lords Table ) the Chriftian Magiftrate neither doth, nor by the 
civil or municipal Laws is bound to arraign and punifh all fuck 
as are guilty thereof. 

Thirdly, whereas Arch-bi(hop Whitgift Anfw. tothe Ad- 
mon. par. 114. did alledge that the Church may not be goveracd 
under a Chriftian Magiftrate as it may nader a Tyrant, which he 
brings as an exception againít ruling Elders and Elderihips; 
while he could not denie but {uch there were in the Primitive 
Church. Mr. Cartwrigh: in his Reply pag. 140. anfwereth, 
that if thefe Elders under a Tyrant had medled with any office 
of aMagiftrate; then there had been fome caufe why a godly 
Magiftrate being inthe Church, that office (hould ceafe: but (ince 
they did onely affift the Paftor in matters Ecclefiiftical, there is 
no diftinétion bet ween times of perfecution, and times of peace, 
astouching the office of Elders. The like fay I of "Church.cen- 
fures and difcipline. If the Government of the Church by 
Presbyteries and Synods ,. if fufpenfion and excommunication 
in the Apoftles times had been an ufurping of any thing belong- 
ing tothe Magiftrate, then there had been fome reafon to lay a- 
fide all Ghurch-cenfures and Ecclefiaftical Government, when 
the Magiltrate turned Chriftian , and willing to do hisduty. 
But if not, then the civil and Church-government may (till re- 
main diftin&, even where the State is Chriftian. 


Fourthly, Every Inftitution or Ordinance of Chrift , mult 


continue as a perpetual obligation, unleffe we can find in the 
Word that Chrift hath given us a difpenfation or taken off the 
obligation , and fet a period to the Ordinance, that it (hall con- 
tinue fo long and nolonger. I mean every Ordinance of Chtitt 
muft be perpetual, which we cannot prove from the Word to 
be buttemporalor extraordinary. Now in the Word Chrift 
hath not appointed the governing the Church, and correcting 
fcandals, to be ongly under a Tyrant, and to ceafe under a Chri- 
{tian Magiftrate:neither is there any fuch thing held forth in Scri- 
pture (which yet our oppofites muft thew, if they will make 
good what they fay ) But contrariwife, what Chrift delivered 
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to thc Ap.tties , and chiy to the Churches, is to be kept and 
continued, till our Lord comeagain 1 Cor. 11. 23. 26. 1 Tim.6. 
14. and he himfrlt iaich, Rev. 2. 24. 25. T kat which ye have al- 
ready, hold faft cil 1 come,  The(c things were not {poken to the 


-~ -Apcftles, to Timothy , tothe Churches of that time perfonally 


(for they were not to live till Chrifts comming again ) but the 
charge was given to them in nameof and with refpeé unto all 
the Miniltery and Churches of Chrift. 

. Fifthly, This exception made againft. Church-cenfures un- 
der a Chriftian Magiftrate , fuppofcth that fuch cenfures will 
make an interfering and clafhing between the civil and Ecclefi- 
aftical power. But there is no caufe for that fear, thefe powers 
being fo hugely differenced in their efficient caufes, matters, 
formes, ends, cff. &s,obje&ts,adjuncts,correlations, and ultimate 
terminations, as I have made it to appear in the particulars, 
Chap. 4. i 1 

Sixthly, The Churches liberty and power is not to be infrine 
ged, diminifhed, nor taken away; but preferved, maintained,en- 
larged, and augmented under a Chriftian Magiftrate. Were it 
not a fad cafe, if there fhould be caufe to fay that the Churches 
of Chrift have not fo much liberty under a Chriftian Magiftrate 
to keep themfelves and the Ordinances from pollution, as they 
had under Pagan and Infidel Magiltrates ? 

Seventhly, Why may not Chriftian Church-government 
confit with Chriftian Magiftracy,as wellas the Jewifh Church 
government did confit with the Jewith Magiftracy , being of 
the fame Religion ? Or if we pleafe to look to later Prefidents, 
who can be ignorant that civil government and Church-difci- 
pline have rather {trengthened then deftroyed each other , not 
onely in France where the Magiftracy is not Preteftant, but in 
Scotland, in the LoW- Countries , in Geneva, and ele- where? 

- ^Eighly, We have covenanted to endeavour a Reformas. 
tion of Church-Government and difcipline according to the Word 
of God and the example of the best Reformed Churches. Now both 
the Word of God, and the example of the belt Reformed Chur- 
ches, leadeth us to a Church-gevernment diftin& from civil 
Government : and the example of the bet Reformed Churches 
doth undeniably lead us to a Church-difcipline, even we 
the 
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t n r ; 
hc M giftrate is Cariftian, neither doth the word make any 


exception of Chriftian States, but contrariwife chargcth us to - 


keep the commandement and Ordinances till Chrift come a- 


ain. 
- Niothly, The Magiftrate hath other. work todo, and fuch 
as will take up the whole man : and if he Should take upon him 
the whole burthen of Church-Government , the enquiring in- 
to, examining and correcting of all fcandals in the Church, 
furely it is more then he can difcharge , or give a good account 
to God of. It will be hard enough to Church-officers to do it, 
though they are fet apart to that fervice, amd ex officia do watch 
over peoples fouls, as they that muft givean account. But for 
the Chriltian Magiftrate to difcharge the whole corrective part 
of Church-Government, and to watch over the foules of all 
the peeple ; fo as to take care of the purging of the Church from 
fcandals , and for that end to obferve, examine, and judge all of- 
fences in the Church , and to determine that this man ought to 
be admitted to the Sacrament , and that mart ought not to be ad- 
mitted ( for that there mult be a fufpenfion of {candalous and 
unworthy perfons, I now take it for granted becaufe of the 
Ordinance of Parliament ) as it is impoffidle for the Magiftrate 
to doall this, fo I beleeve it willbe to him durus fermo, a hard 
(aging , to hear that he mult give account to God of all thefe 
things ; and that Minilters have no moreto anfwer for but 
preaching, miniftring the Sacraments to thofe to whom they 
are appointed to give them, catechizing, vifiting the fick, exhor- 
ting, admonifhing, reproving, comforting. It wasagood ars 
gument againft the Prelat ; heaffumed the Ecclefiaftical govern- 
ment of a whole Diocefle, and could not give account to God 
forío many thoufands, and fometime hundreths of thoufand 
fouls. Yet Mr. Coleman would have had the Parliament to be 
Church-Officers to the whole Kingdom in point of corrective 
Government, and the Miniftery to have no part of that govern- 
ment. Butthen I ask, How (hall they anf wer for that Ecele- 
fiaftical Government and adminiftration of theirs; more then 
the Prelat could:anfwer for the Ecclefiaftical Government of 2 
whole Dioceff: ? If it be faid that the Parliament is.onely to 
fettlearule, and to give order whatisto bedone , and to com- 
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mit the execution and the managing of particular cafes to fub- 
ordinate Gourts and inferiour Officers,then no more is faid then 
the Prelats did plead for themfelves,that they did per alinm what 
they could not do per /z. So that fuch principlesdo tend directly 
to invclvethe Parliament in the Prelatical guiftinefle, which 
our Principles do avoid. . Was it not another Argument ufed a- 
gainft the Prelats, that they could not manage both Civil and 
Church-government , and that an Ecclefiaftical Adminiftration 
Could not confift with civil power and places in the Parliament 
or with offices of State, any one of thefe adminiftrations (either 
the civil or the Ecclefiàftical ) requiring the whole man. 
Do not the Eraffians endeavour to draw the Parliament into’ ^ 
the very fame abfurdity with whichthe Prelats were preffed ? 
For if any of thcfe two adminiftrations require the whole man, 
how can the civil Magiftrate (though Chriftian ) take upon him 
the burthen of Church-Government, more then Church-Offi. - 
cers can take upon them the burthen of civil-government? Philo 
the Jew gives this reafon why Mofes did makea partitionofthe —— 
charge between of;ua and Aarcn, committing to the one the ci. . 
vil, to the other the Ecclefiaftical adminiftration. He confide- 
Ü ved thaz it Was impoffible rightly to take care both of the (upreme 
civil power, and of the Priesthood, fince the.one profeffeth to care 
for things pertaining to God,the other for men. P bilo de charitate. 
` Tenthly , Ratio immutabilis facit preceptum immutabile, IF 
the Apoftle had required the Corinthians to excommunicate the 
ince(tuous man, upon fuch grounds and reafonsas were proper 
to that time , and are not applicable to after times,fo as to prove ` 
the neceffity of excommunication for,the like offence, then there 
were fome reafon why excommunication fhould not be efteem- 
cd a perpetual ordinance in the Church:but it is manifeft that the 
reafons given by the Apoltle were not proper to that time, but 
do concern this time as well as that. The reafons are taken 
1. Fromthe glory of God, verf. 1. 2. Hethat had done fuch 
wickedneffe as was not fo much as named among the Gentiles, 
was not to be fuffered among Gods people,but to be taken away 
frem among them ; If evil be not put away from Ifrael, it isa 
great difhonour tothe God of Ifrael. This firft argument ufed 
‘by the Apoltle, islike that Ezek. 36. 22, 23. They had —— 
= > eA | ne 
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ned the holy name of God among the Heathen , therefore. God 
would fanctifie his great name, and make the Heathen to know 
that he is the Lord , when he fhould be fanctified in his people 
before their ĉyes: ` 2. From thecommiffion, power , and au- 
thority which the Church of Corinth that is their. Presbytery 
(compare 2 Cor. 2, 6.) had to excommunicate fuch a*one. vez/: 
4,5. Inthe name of our Lord Jefus Chrift. when ye are gathered 
together. &c. 3. From the good and benefit of the finner him- 
felf, that he might beathamed , humbled, reclaimed, morti- » 
fied and faved : verf- 5$. For the deftruttion'ef the Flefb , that the 
Spirit may be faved in the day of the Lord fefis. 4. From the 
“Churches good , that the Church might be preferved from the 
contagion of fuch finful examples verf. 6. Know ye not that a 
little leaven leavenetb the wholelump ? 5. From that which 
was fignified and typified by the purging out of leaven from If- 
- rael in the time of the Pafleover. verf. 7, Purge out therefore the 
old leaven cc, 6. From theend of Chrifts death, which was 
to purific and fanctifie , as wellasto reconcile and juftifie his 
.. people, verf. 7.8. For Chrift our Paffeover ts facrificed for us, > 
Therefore let ws keep the Feafl, cre. 7. From the difference 
which ought to be made bet ween the foul fins of Chutch-mem- 
bers , and others that are not Church-members : a blacker mark 
is to be put upon the former , then upon the latter: and more 
Withdrawing there muft be from a fcandalous brother or pro- 
feffor of Chriftian Religion, then from a prophane Heathen, jJ 
verf. 9. YO. 3I. | , 
From all which it doth appear, that it is not without good 
reafon that Martyr and Pareus upon 1 Cor. 5. do main- 
tain the neceflity of Excommunication, under-a Chriftian and 
pious Magiftrate , as wellas under an Infidel and prophase Ma- 
giftrate. | | 
. Eleventhly,. Theead and ufe for which Church-cenfures 
are neceffary , isnot intended and endeavoured , much leffe at- 
tained, by the government of the Chriftian Magiftrate. For 
though the Chriftian Magiftrate punifheth many (J cannot fay 
all) groffe and fcandalous fins with corporal or civil puniíh- 
ments 3 yet to puni(h fin is one thing ; to feek the falvation of 
the finner is another thing : fo the offender his fuffering of pu- 
Xx3 nifhment 


nifhment and fatisfying the Law of the Land is onething 5 his 
declaring of his repentance, and publike confiffiun of his fin, 
for taking away the fcandal which he hath given to the Church, 
is another thing. Suppofea deli quent ( whofe fault is not ca- 
pitall by the law of the land, for inftance a Fornicator, a drun- 
kard, a cominon {wearer , a Sabbath-breaker , or the like ) 
to have fuffered in his perfon or cftate, all the punifhment which 
he ougkt to fuffer , fo thit he hath now made a civil atonement 
(as I may call it) for hiscffance, and the Chriftian Magiftrate 
hath no further tocharge him with. ‘cuppofe alfo that he is by 
fach corporal or civil penifhments as by a bit and bridle over- 
J- awed and refrained from committing again the like cxtcrnal 
act: : Not witt{tanding he hath nor the lca(t gae of true repen- 
tan. c and godly forrow for his former foul and fcandalcus fins, © 
and he is known to be not an accufer, but an excufer of biinfelf 
for thofefau!ts and fcandals, Such a one comes and defircs to 
receivethe Sacrament. Mutt his penal fatisfattion to the Chri- 
ftian Magiftrate be a fufficient penitential fatisfadtion to the 
Church? Hereis a rock which the Evafians dafh upon, unleffe 
they adimit of adiftin& Ecclefiaftical Judgement , concerning 
the fignes of repentance in a fcándalous finner, according to 
which, asthefefignesfhall appear or not appear, he is to be ad- 
mitted ot not admitted to the Sacrament. 

Twéfthly, the power of binding and loofing, is not a 
temporary but à perpetual power, that is, appointed by Chrift 
to continue in his Church alwaies unto theend. Now this 
power is given onely to Church-officers , and Chrift hath not 
given the keyes of difcipline andthe power of binding and loo- 
fing (of which clíe- where) to the Magiftrate, nay not to the 
Chriftian Magiftrate , more then to the Infidel Magiftrate. Let 

 theleaft hint be found in Scripture, where Chrift hath given'any 

- “fth power to the Chriftian Magiftrate,and I yeeld the caufe. 
- Thirteenthly, The new Teftament holdeth out aslittle of 
‘the Miniftery of the Word and Sacraments under a Chriftian 
Magiftrate , as itdoth of a Church-government under a Chri- 
Rian Magiftrate. Shall this therefore ftrengthen the Socinian 
.,-  Tenent, "That Baptifme is not a perpetual Ordinance in the 
^ Church , and that we are net obliged by that — 
Mode which 
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which the Apoftles had to baptize ? God forbid. 
Fourteenthly , The German Anabaptifts required an exe 1} 

preffz warrant or example in the New Teftament of a Chriftian 
Mapi(trate, or of the {word and warsin a Chriftian State, yet 
this hath been thought no good Argument againft Magiltracy 
and wars among Chriftians. 

Į cannot pretermit a paffage of Gualther , who may feem to 
be oppofite to mein this prefent Queltion. Even he in his 
Homily upon Fokr 9. 22. after he hath tpoken of Excommuni- 
cation in the Jewith Church , and in the Apoftolick Churches, 
he addeth (° ) And this day alfo there ts need of Ecclefiaftscal di- (0) Et hodie 
feipline , which being inftitweed in the Reformed Churches , ought aiam diftiplina 
tobe diligently kept , left the indulgence of Magiftrates , which Ectleftaftira on 
reignes almoft every where, fhould render the Dottrine of the Go- Puseft, quein 
foel [ulpetted among thofe that are without and tbat thom/elves alfo” pra Eos 
may be contained in their office , and may not think that any thing 4, Piare 


they will is lawful to them in the Church. ri debet, ne Mi- 
giflraium indul- 


gentia que ubique fere regnat, Evangelii doctrinam exteris fufpedtam reddat, (y us ipfi quoguein 
efficio contineantur , nec fibi quidvis in Ecclefia licere putentt. 


But after all this, let me put Mr. H»ffey and other Eraftians 


‘in mind, that if they do acknowledge that Jefus Chrift hath in- 


ftituted or commanded that there be a Church Government and 
power of cenfures dittinc from the Civil Government, when 
the Magiftrate is Heathenifh or Idolatrous, let them fpeak it 
out , and let us agree fo far. Otherwifeif they do not-agree in 
this, itis but a blind for them to make ufe of this diftin@ion, 
that where the Magiítrate is Ghriftian, there is no neceffity of 
a ditin Ghurch-Government. 

I conclude with a paffige of Mr. Prynne in his twelve con- 
fiderable ferious Queftions touching Church-Government. The 
ninth of thofe Qucftions runs thus. Whether the Independents 
challenge of the Presbyterians to Jhe% them any National Church, 
profeffing Chrift in our Saviours or the Apoftles dates , before any 
one Nation totally converied to the Chriftian Faith, or any gene- 
ral open profefion made of it by tb: Princes, Magiflrates , and 
major part of any Nation, Ksugdom , Republick , who Were then 
all generally Pagans and Perfecutors of the Gospel , not then sni- 

/ verfally 
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ver [ally imbraced , be not a mojt irrational unjuft demand? Sure 
if this hold again{t the Independents , it will hold asftrong- 
ly , yea more ftronely againft the Eraftians, to prove their 
demand to be moft irrational and unjuft , while they challenge 
usto fhew them in the New*Tetament a diftin& Church-Go- 
vernment under a Chriftian Magiltrate, or where the State was 
Chri(tian, though themfclves know Magiltrates and States 
were then generally Pagan and not Chriftian : Yea there was _ 
in thofe dates much more of a national Church then of a Chri- 
ftian Magiftrate. 


AN 
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An Appendix tothe fecond Book, contain- 
ing a Colledion of fome Teftimonies not 
cited. before; And firft.a Teftimony of 
King Jamesin a Declaration of his , pen- 
ned with his own hand , figned and deli- 
vered to theCommiffioners of the Church 
of Scotland at Linlithgow, December 7. 
Anno 1585. i 


{ For my part [ball never , neither my pofterity ought ever 
cite, [ummon , or apprehend any Paftor or preacher for 
matters ef Dottrine, in Religion, Salvation, Herefies, or 
true Interpretation of the Scripture : but according to my firft 
„act which confirmeth the liberty of preaching the Word, mi- 
wiftr ationof the Sacraments , I avouch the fame to be a mat- 
ter meer Ectlefiaftical, and altogether impertinent to my cal- 
ling. Therefore never [hall I, nor ever ought they , I mean 
my pofterzty, acclaim any power or Furifdiction in the fore- 
faids, His Majefties meaning was that he ought not 
to dothisj» prima inftantiâ that. is} before-the' per- 
fon. be accufed , convict, or judged in any Ecclefia- 
{tical Court. (which was the Queftion‘at that time, 
occafioned by Mr. Andrew Melvil his Cafe) After- 
ward in the fame Declaration it followeth thus. 
-s Chrift (aying Dic Ecclefiae , and eme onely man fteat- 
ing that dint in a quiet hole , the Ač of Parliament redu- 
ceth the fentence for informality and nullity of proce(fe , mot 
as Fudges whether the” Excommunication mas ground- 
ed e good and juft vaufes or not, but as witneffes that it 
‘was unformaly proceeded, again the warrant of Gods 
Yy Word, 
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Word, example of all Reformed Kirks , and your owne par- 
ticular cuftome inthis Countrey. A little after. I mind 
net to cut off any liberty granted by Ged to his Kirk. 1 ace 
claim not to my felf tobe judge of Doctrine in Religion, fal- 
vation, herefies, or true Interpretation of Scriptare. And 


after. Uy Intention is not to meddle with Excommunica- 


tion, neither acclaim I to my (elf or my Heires power in any 


thing that is meer Ecciefisftical and mes adraGoper, nor with © 


any thingthat Geds Word hath fimply devolved in the hands 


of his Kirk. And to conclude, I confeffe and acknowledge 


Chrift Ie[us to be Head and Law-giver to the fame, And 
whatfoever ter [ons do attribute to themfelves , as Head of 
the Kirk, and not as Member, to fufpend or alter amy thing 
that the Word of God hath onely remitted tothem, that man 
I [ay committeth manifell Idolatry, and finneth against the 
Father in not trafting the Words of his Son, againft the 
Son in not obeying him and taking his place, azainjt the ho- 
ly Ghoft, the faid holy Spirit bearing the contrary record to 
bis Con[cient. °° in Me 


Ti: flimonics taken out cf the Harmony 
of the Confejsions of the Faith of the 
‘R:/ormed Churches , "Rr printed at 
London 164300 

Pag. 238. Out of the confeffion of Helvetia. 


Urthermore, there isanother power of duty, or 
minifterial power limited out by him, who hath 


full and abfolute power,and authority, . And this is 
more likea Miniftry shen Dominion.F or we fee that 


{ome 


| 
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{fome mafter doth give unto the tteward o: his houfe 
authority and power over his Houfe, and for that 
caufe delivereth him his keyes, that he may admit 
or exclude fuch as his mafter will have admit- 
ted or excluded. According tothts power, doth the 
Minifter by bis office, that which the Lord hath com- 
snanded him todo, and the Lord doth ratifie and 

confirm that which he doth; and will have the deeds 
of his minifters to be acknowledged and efteemed as 
his own deeds,unto which end are thofe fpeeches in 
the Gofpel : Iwill give unto thee the keyes of the Kingdom Math. 15. 
of heaven , and whatfoever thon bindet or loofeft in earth, 
foal be bound and loofedin heaven, Again, whofe fins fo- line 
ever ye remit thej [hail be remitted ; and whofe fins foever ye 
retain, they [ball be retained. But if the minifter deal not 
in all things as his Lordhath commanded him : but 
paffe the limits and bounds of Faith, then the Lord 
doth make void that which he doth. Wherefore the 
Ecclefiaftical power ofthe Minifters of the Church, 
is that function whereby they do indeed govern the 
Church of God, but yet fo asthey do all things in the 
Church as he hath prefcribed in his Word; which 
thing being fo done, the faithful do efteem them as 
done of the Lord himfelf. | 


Pag. 250. Out of tbe confeffion of Bohemia. 

$ H x 4th. oh e of vir cet rien of 
Tus Lords keyesjof which he faith to Peter, I will Muth. 15. 
give thee the Keyes of the Kingdom of Heaven , and thefe 
keyes are the peculiar fum@ion or Miniftery and ad- 


miniftration of.Cheiit his pawerjand hisholy Spirit — -, + 


which. power iscommittedt othe:Ghurch of. Cliri(t, 
and to the Miniftersthereof,: unto the end of the’ `- 
world: that they fhould not onely by preaching pub- 

P Yy2 lifh 


1 Cor. 5. 


2 Cor. 2. 


Mirth. 18. 
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lifh the holy Gofpel, although they fhould do this e- 


fpecially, that is, fhould fhew forth that Word of 


true comfort, and the joyful meflage of peace , and 
new tydings of that favour which God offereth,but 


alfothat to the beleeving and unbeleeving, they . 


fhould publikely or privately denounce and make 
knewn,to wit,to them his favour,to thefe his wrath, 


and that to all in general, orto every one in particu- : 


lar,that they may wifely receive fome into the houfe 
of God, to the communion of Saints,and drive fome 
out from thence, and may {o through the perfor- 
mance of their Miniftery,hold in their hand the Sce- 
pter of Chrift his Kingdom,and ufe the fame to the 
government of Chrift his Sheep. 

Andafier, Moreover a manifeft example of u- 
fing the power of the keyes is laid out in that (inner 


of Corinth and others, whom St. Paul, together with. 


the Church in that place, by the power and autho- 
rity of our Lord Jefus Chrift,and of his Spirit,threw 


out rrom thence and delivered to Sathan: and con- 


trariwife after that God had given him grace to re- 
pent, he abfolved him from-his fins, he teok him a- 
gain into the Church to the communion of Saints 
and Sacraments,and fo opened to him the Kingdom 
of Heaven again. By this we may underftand , that 
thefe keyes, or this divine function of the Lords, 1s 
committed and granted to thofe that have charge of 
fouls, and to each feveral Ecclefiaftical Societies, 
whether they be fmal or great. Of which thingthe 
Lord fayeth to the Churches, Verily I fay unto you, 


whatfoever ye bind on eartb, fhall be bound in heaven. : And: 
{traight after : For where two.er three are gathered toge- 


ther in my Name, there am I inthe middeft of them, > 


n Pag. 


* 
- 
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Pag. 253. Out of the French Confeffzon. 
VV: Mer. am this true Church s to 
be governed by that regiment or difcipline 
which our Lord Jefus Chrift hath eftablifhed, to wit 
fo, that there be Paítors, Elders, and Deacons, that 
the purity of doctrine may be retained, vices repref- 
fed. &c. 
Pag. 257. Out of the Confeffionof Belgia. 
VV: beleeve that this Church ought to be ru- 
led and governed by that fpiritual Regi- 
ment which Cod himíelf hath delivered 1n his 
word, fo that there be placed in it Paftars and Mini- 
{ters purely to preach,and rightly to adminifter the 
holy Sacraments : that there be alfo in it Seniors and 
Deacons, of whom the Senate of the Church might 
confi(t, that by thefe means true Religion might be 
preferved,and fincere doctrine in every place retain- 
ed and fpread abroad : that vicious and wicked men: 
might after a fpiritual manner be rebuked, amend-’ 
ed, andas it were by the bridle of difcipline kept 
within their compafle. 


Pag. 260. Out of tbe Confeffion of Aufpurge.. 
A Gain, by the Gofpel,or as they term it by Gods 

Law, Bifhops, as they be Bifhops, that is, fuch 
as have the adminiftration of the Word and Sacra-. 
ments committed to them, have no jurifdiQion at 
all ,' but onely to forgive fin, Alfo to know what is: 
true doctrine, and to reject fuch DoGrine as will 
not ftahd with the Gofpel, and to debarre from the 


communion of the Church fuch as are notori-. 


oufly wicked; not by humane force and vio- 
lence, but by the word of God. And herein of necef- 
Yy3 fity 


333. 
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fity thé Churches ought by the law of God to per- 
form obedience untothem , according to the faying 
of Chrift, He that beareth you, heareth me. Upon which 
place the Obfervation faith thus. To debar the wicked, 
cre. To wit by thejudgement and verdict of the Presbyterie, 
law fully gathered together. cc. i 


A Teftimony out of the Ecclefiaflical Difcipline 
of the Reformed Churches za France. Cap. 5. 
Jap. 

du knowledge of fcandals, and the cenfure or 

& judgement thereof belongeth tothe Company 
of Paftors and Elders. 

Art. 15. Ifit befalleth, that befides the admoniti-, - 
ons ufually made by the Confiftories to fuch as have 
done amiffe, there be fome other punifhment or 
more rigorous ceníure to be ufed : It fhall then be 
done either by fufperfion , or privation of the holy 
communion foratime, orby excommunication or 
cutting off from the Church. In which cafes the 
Confiftories are to be advifed toufe all prudence, 
and to make diftinction betwixt the one and the o- 
ther : Aslikewife to ponderand carefully to exa- 
mine the fau!ts and fcandals that are brought before 
them, with all their circumftances , to judge warily 
of thecenfure, which may be required, 

Harmonia Synodorum Belgicarum. Cap. 14. 
Art. 7. 8. 9. 
Eccata (ua natura publica,aut per admonitionis private. 
Conténstum publicata; ex Confifferivtotius arbitrio, mo- 

do cy forma ad edificationeu maxime accomodatis funt Cor- - 

rigends, - ti : 


`~ 


Qui 


———— 
MT 


Qui pertinaciter Confiffeeii adimenitiones rejecerit, à. S. 
Cane communione {ufpendetar. | 

Si fufpen[us pof iter atas admonitiones nullum penitentie. 
fignum dederit, ad Excommunicationem procedet Ecclefia. 


Melchior Adamus de vitis Germanorum 
Theologorum, Pag. 342. 
eue fub id tempus ( Anno 1545.) Fredericus 
Elector Palatinus , qui Ludovico fuccefferat , de 
Ecclefiarum agitaret Reformatiene : compofuit Melanch- 
thon,cum evocato venire integrum non effet, [criptum de ve- 
formandss Eeclefits : cajus Synop[in aliquot regulis compre- Conf. "Theol 
hendir: quas addimus. pede 


Vera & falutarisgubernatio Ecclefie Chri- 
{ti precipue in his fex Membris confiftit. 

P Rimum, In vera dy pura Dotrina quam Deus Ecclefie — 

A fue patefecit tradidit,c doceri mandavit. — om yee 
Secunda, In legitima ufa Sacramentorum. uibus confi- 
Tertio, In confervatione Minifierit Evaugelici cp obe. fat, 

dicntie erga Paftores Ecclefiarum, ficut Dexs vult cy pofu- 

bat confervari Minifteriam Evangelii , e fervat ipfe fus 

potentia e prefentia. a 
Quarto, Inconfervatione bonefle cy pie Difcipline reti~ 

nenda per jndicia EcclefiafHica , fen jurifdictionem Ecclef- 

Afticam. ` * d "y^ 

f Quinte, In confervandis fludiis nece[Jarie doctrine c 

Scholis. 

Sexto, Ad hac opus eft defenfione eorporali cy facultatibus, 
ad per fonas qua funt in officiis neceff arise, alendas. 
53:1) 


a į } ] 
CLE E i, 
The 
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The Irifb Articles of Religion. Art. 58. 
- NE do we give unto hin (the Supreme Ma- 
4. Wgiltrate)hereby the agminiftration of the Word 
andSacram:nts, or the power of the keyes. 

And Art. 69. But particular and vifible.@hur- 
ches (confifting of thofe who make profeffion of the 
Faith of Chrift, and live under the outward means 
of Salvation) be many in number : wherein the 
more or lefile fincerely according to Chrifts Inftitu- 
tion, the Word of Godistaught, the Sacraments 
are adminiftred , and the authority of the keyes is 


ufed; the more or lefle pure are fuch Churches to be 
accounted, 


Laurentius Hum fredus de Religionis confervatione & 


Reformatione vera. Ad Nobilitatem , Clerum, 
& Populum Anglicanum. 


Ag. 23. Nec fatis mirari po((um nec fatis dolere, cum intell = 
He wrote from P gam in * bia locis repudiari difciplinam Ecclefjaflicam, & vel 
Bafil. nullam c[fe vel nimis laxam , vel non fatis vigilanter admini- 
flratam,in qsibus tamen alicqui Religionis finceraeffigies cernitur: 
quafi Evangelium ffe poffit ubi non vivitur Evangelice saut qua- 
fi Chriftus leto, carnali, voluptuario deletletur Evangelio. Gc. At 
in Ecclefia manere debet. cenfura G jmrifditlio , non minus quam 
gladius in Repub. Pag. a5. Sit ergo bec prima Reformation per- 
fetta ratio, noftri ac peccatorum recognitio Ge emendatio, D einde 
feverior adfit in Ecclefia caftigario © animadver fio s tt illa laxitas 
e remiffiofrnaetur, quo minus & levius deinceps peccetur. 


2o a SOMOS: 


Chap.r. P. y37 


THE THIRD BOOKE. 
OF 


Excommunication from 
the CHu RCH. 
AND, 
Of Sufpenfion from the 
LORDS TABLE. 


| | CHar.L | renia 

An opening of the true ftate of the queftion, and of Mafter 

Prynnes many miftakes and mif-reprefentations of 
onr Principles. l i 


A PSSA pl Aving now bythe light of Scripture and other 
SAV ES i helps afferted a Church-government diftin&: 
I from civill Magiftracy , both in the Old and: 

PED! New Teftament, the lat part of my prefent 

MÆ Ü undertaking fhall be to vindicate the particu- 

~ lar Ordinances of Excommunication and Suf- 

pen fron, called by the Schoolmen Excommunicatio major éx mi- )| 


mor. Ofwhichalfo I have before fpoken divers things occafio- “ 
Aaa nally 


» P 
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nally; tor [haveafferted an Excommunication and Sufpenfion 
in the Jewifh Church, Booke 1. Chap. 4,5, 65758591051 1512. 
The nature, grounds, reafons, ufes, and ends whereof, were 
not proper to the Old Teftament, but fuch as concerne the 
Chriitian Church. | havealfobrought arguments Byoke 2.Chap. 
9,10. which conclude not onely Church-government , but Ex- 
communication. And fo much of my worke is done: Never- 
theleíle there is more to doe. Mr Pryzme firít in his foure grand. 
Queres, and thereafter in his Vindication of the fame, hath 
argued much, both againft the Sufpenfion from the Sacrament 
of. a perfon not Excommunicated and wholly caít out of the 
Church, and againít fome of the moft pregnant Scripturall 
proofes for Excommunication it felfe. In his Vindication he 
hath branched forth the controveriie into ten points of diffe- 
rence. Two of thefe, viz. the fifth concerning fufpenfion from 
the Sacrament of the Paffeover, and the ninth concerning caft- 
ing out of the Synagogue, I have difcuffed before in the firft 
Book. Where I have alfo examined other affertions of his con- 
cerning the Jewifh Sanhedrin, Temple, confeffion of finne. 
The other points of difference not handled before, I am (as the 
Lord will help me) now to {peak to. 
The-firk point of difference is, whether in thofe foure Quz- 
res of his he ftated' the Controverfie aright. He is offended 
that | ( ina Sermon of mine before the honourable Houfe of 
Commons) charged the Queftionift with miftakes , and that I 
didnot take notice of the queftion concerning fufpention from 
the Sacrament, as he ftated it. Vindic. paz. 3. Thad reafon , be- 
caule he had mií-Aated it; and (ince it pleafed him to interpofe 
in a matter depending between the Honourable houfes of Par- 
liament, and the Reverend Affembly of Divines, and to publifh 
a paper plainly reze&ing upon a Petition of the Affzmbl "a 
hope he can not think either the Affembly , or me, tied to his 
ftating of theque ion. If he will meddle with the bufinefle of 
the Affembly, he muft {peak to it as ic is. And that ie may now 
appeare how juit caufe I had to charge his Queres with mi- 
flakes of the f'ate of the queftion; ( which he ftill miftaketh ) I 
fhaill endeavour a more particular and. full difcovery of thefe 
hismiüakes, And firk, that which was delired by che Affembly 
was 


- 
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was, that fuch a:rule may be eftablifhed by authority of Parlia- 
ment, as may keep off all fcandalous and notorious finners /) 
from the Sacrament. The queftion was not what Texts of 
Scripture doe warrant this thing. Itdid not concerne me te 
debate whether the Scriptures of the Old and New Teítamene 
quoted by him, prove fufpenfion from the Lords Table. The 
controverfie was of the pra&icall conclufion , and of eftablifh- 
ing fucha rule, as may keep off ícandalous perfons from the 
Sacrament. Ifthe thing be done, if the conclu!ion be confented 
to, there is the greater liberty for mento abound in their own 
fence concerning the mediums to prove it. 

Secondly, and if he would needs debate what Texts of Scrip- 
ture doe prove the thing, and what precept or prefident in 
Scripture doth warrant it : me thinks he had done better to 
have informed himfelfe, on what Scripturall proofs the Reve- 
rend Affembly had grounded the fufpenfion of fcandalous 
finners from the Sacrament , though not yet caít out of the 
Church ; The proofes from Scripture voted in the Affembly, 
werethefe. Becaufe the Ordinance ie felfe muft not be pro- JJ 
phaned. And becaufe we are charged to withdraw from thofe 
who walk diforderly. And becaufe of the great finne and dan- 
ger both to him that comes unworthily,and alfo to the whole 
Church. The Scriptures from which the Affembly did prove j) 
all this,were, Matth.7.6. 2 Thef. .6,14515. x Cor.11.27, to the )) 
end of the Chapter, compared with Fude verf. 23. 1 Tim.5.22. — 
Another mc added by the Affembly was this. There was 
power and dev under the Old Teftament to keep unclean 
perfons from holy things, Legit.13.5. Num.9.7. 2 Chro.23.19. 
And the like power and authority by way of analogy conti- 
nues under the new Teftament, for the authoritative fufpen- 
fion from the Lords Table, of a perfon not yet caft out of the 
Church. Now that which was the ftrength of the Affemblies 
proofes of the propofition, Mr Pryzze hath almoft never touch- 
ed, but run ont upon other particulars. | 

Thirdly, obferve that he difputes al] along whether any Mi- 
nifer can fufpend one from the Sacrament. But this no body, 
that I know, afferts. The power is given not uni, but unitati, 
to the Elderfhip, not to any one,either Minifter or Elder. ! 

Aaa 2 Fourthly, 


— 
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Fourthly, that which in the Preface of his Queres he under- 
takes to prove, is, that Excommunication and fufpenfion from 
the Sacrament , being a matter of great moment and much 
difficulty, is to be handled and eftablifhed with great wiídom, 
caution and moderation. And his refult in the clofe is concer~ 
ning a limited jurifdiction in Presbyteries. As thefe things are 
not denied by any that I know, fo himfelfe manifettly acknow- 
ledgeth by thefe expreflions, the thing it felfe for the fubftance, 
(which yet the current of his debate runneth againft ) and 
onely queftioneth concerning the bounds, cautions and limi- 
tations. God forbid that Church-officers fhould ever claim 
an unlimited power: their power is given them to edification, 
and not to deftru&ion , and we can doe nothing againít the 
truth, but for the truth, 2 Cor.13.8,10. The power of cenfures 
muit not bein the power of any one man, nor in the power 
of any who are themfelves {candalous and worthy of cenfure. 

a Aug. Tom 10. ee 
bom. o. Nos ê There mut be no fentence of Excommunication or fufpen- 
veroà commu- fion, upon reports, furmifes, fufpitions, but either upon the 
nioneprohibe- confeffion of the offence or proofe thereof by two wit- 
re quenquam peffes at leait. None muft be excommunicated nor fufpended 
a ae for money matters, debts, and fuch like civill caufes which are 
Bsibisio non. Not of Ecclefiañicall cognizance, but are to be Judged by the 
dum fit morta- civill Judge. . It muft not be for thofe peccata quotidiane incur- 
lis, fed medici- fignis , fuch finfull infirmities as all the godly in this life are 
nalis, nifi aut guilty of: though on the other fide;the icandalous finnes meant 
ien he of in this controverfie, mult not be reftri€ted to fuch finnes 
quó five fecu- onely as can not ftand with the ftate of grace. Thefe and 
lai five Ec- {uch like limitations we doe not onely admit of,but defire to 
defafico —— be put. 
judicionomi- — p ifthly, he goeth about to clearethe (tate of the queftion-out 
= a of Aretivs, and citeth him for what himfelf now undertaketh 
» . to prove. Whereas Aretins holds Excommunication to bean 
ordinance of God both in the Old and New Teftament, and 
that ic was wanting through the injury and corruption of the 
times, the abufe of it in Popery having made the thing it felf 
hatcfull ; and the moft part in thofe places where he lived, 
loving cárnall liberty fo well , and taking upon them the pro- 
xeGtion and defence of prophane ones , and being fo unwilling 
to 
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xo be brouglit under the yoke of Chrift. For thefe and the like 
reafons, hethought it not expedient to have that difcipline of 
Excommunication ereéted at that time in thofe parts; as him- 
felfe gives the reafons : andbhe profcfleth withall, that he b Thech prebl. 
doth not defpaire of better times, when men fhall be more loc, 132. Inte- 
willing to fubmit to that difcipline. So that this isthequefti- re. non def- 
on, if it fhall be ftated out of Zretius ; Whether Excommuni- e a ) 
: : : > ibenter fateor, 2) 
cation , being an Ordinance of God, ought to be fetled where dabit pofterior 7) 
prophaneffe and Jicentioufneffe abounds, and where the bet- as uadabili- 
ter party is like co be opprefled by the greater party : or whe- ores forte ani- 


ther we fhould wait till God fend better times for the fetling mas, mitiora 
fi pectora,quam 

Q It- : noflra haberet 

Sixthly,the Author of thofe queftions maketh a parallel be- (siut, 


tween that power of cenfures now defired to be fetled in Pref- 
byteries, and the Prelaticall tyranny, as if this were the very 
power which heretofore was declaimed againftim, denied to, 
and quite taken away from the Prelates. Yea in the clofe he 
makes this power now defired to be fetled in Presbyteries,to be 
fuch ss our very Lordly Prelates never darft to claime. Yet Ecclefie 
Anglicane politeia im tabulas digefta autbore Richardo Coufin 
Tab.5. tels me that the Epifcopall Jurifdiction did exercife ic 
felfe in thefe cenfures , which were common both to Lay-men 
and Clergy-men(as they were called.) 1. Interdiltio divinorum, )) 
2. Monitio. 3. Sufpenfio vel av ingrefu Ecclefie, vel a perceptione 1) 
Sacramentorum. 4. Excommunicatio. 5. Anathematifimus, cc. 
Nevertheleffe there is a truth too in that which Mr Pryzze faith. 
Iconfeffe the Prelates never durft delire that which this learned 
and pious Affembly hath defired in this particular. He hath 
faid it. The Prelats never durit indeed take upon them to fufpend 
all {candalous perfons from the Sacramentstor if they had,it had 
been faidunto molt of them, Phyfitian cure thy elfe, befidesthe 
lofing of many of their party. And moreover the very Lordly J) 
Prelates never durft make themfelves to be but members of Pret- 7 J 
byteries , norto be fubie& to the admonitions and cenfures of 
their brethren, which every Minitter now mutt doe. The- 
Lordly Prelate did (contrary to the imftitution of Jefus Chrift) 
make himfelfe Paftor of many Congregations, even of his. 
whole Dioceffe, and-did aflame fole and whole power of 
Covern-- 


T 
tu 
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Government and Church cenfuresto himfelf, and his under- 

ling officers which were to execute thefame inhisname. And 

as the appropriating of Jurifdi&ion to the Lordly Prelate,fothe 

manner and kind of hisGovernment, and his proceedings in 

. Eccletia/icall c2nfures, came neither from Chriit nor from the 

jf pureítantiquity, but from the Popes Canon Law. What then 

!! hath Presbytery to doe with Prelacy? as much as light with 

darkneffe, or righteouíneffe with unrighteouíneffe. He that 

would fee more of the differences between Presbyteriall and 

prelaticall Government, let him read a Book Printed in the 

Jy Prelates times, entituled The Paftor and the Prelate . And tbe cleere 

1! Antithefts between Presbytery and Prelacy Printed at Londow anno. 
1644. Seealfo what I have faid before Book.2. Chap. 3. 

7. It is evident by his fourth Queftion, that he ftates the 
cafe as ir Ministers meant to know the fecrets of all mens hearts, 
and to be fo cenforious and peremptory in their Judging as to 
quench the fmoaking Flax or to break the bruifed Reed; There- 

(wal Upon he askes whether the Sacrament may be denyed to a man, 
Nicen.can, u. if be defires to receive it, in café he proffe his fincere Repentance 
Abomnibus for bis finnes pafl and promile newneffe of life for the time to come. 
verd illud præ- God forbid we be cenforious, peremptory, and rigid in our 
cipue oblerve- 5 doing of mens fpirituall Eate; where there isany thing of 
tug dtanimus Chrift, its tobe cherifhed, not quenched. -But again, God for- 
eorum & fru- ~= ? . 

Gus peniten. bid that we fhut our eyes to call darkneffe light, or black 
tizatiendatur. white. In that very place where our Saviour condemneth un- 
Quicunque charitable Judgement, immediately he addeth, Give mot that 
enim cum om- swhich is boly unto the Doggs,neither caft ye pearles before fwine Mat 7 
a a 6. Impenitency under a fcandalous íinne is  difcerneable either 
feverantibus,& by not confelingit, or by not forfaking it. All our prefent 
operibus bonis controveriie is concering a viíible Church, vifible Saints, vifi- 


_converfatio- — bleholineffe, vilible Repentance, vilible fitnefle or qualificati- 


nem fwm,non on for the Sacrament, that is © of fuch externall fignes and 
verbis foli:,(ed 


opcre & veri- evidences as the word of God holds out for judging of the {piri- 
tatedemon- tuall Eftate of other men, not of fuch internall gracious marks 
ftran",cum ' 5 m 
tempus ftarutam etiam ab his fuerit implerum, & orationibus jam cæperint communicare, li- 

cebit etiam Epifcopo humanius circa ces aliquid cogitare. Qui vero indifferenter habuerint 
lapfum, & fufficete fibi quodiEcclefiam introierint, arbitrantur, ipfi omnimodo tempora 
ftatuta complebunt. 2 


whereby 
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whereby a man müft judge of his own! fpirituall Eftate. And 
fo he that profeffeth his fincere Repentance for his finnes paft, 
and promifeth newnefle of life for the timeto come, ifthere be 
nothing which ( vifibly and to the eye of man ) giveth the lye 
to his profeilion and promife, ( for inftance, ifit can be prov- 
ed that immediately before or immediately after he hath pro- 
fefled or promifed the contrary to his companions in his wick- 
edneffe, or that he ftill continueth in the pra&ife of that finne) 
isnot to be excluded as an impenitent finner from the Sacra~ 
ment. 

8. Thethird Quere, as alfo the conclufion of all, runneth 
upona great miftake, by reafon of the confounding of things 
which are ofa different nature. There is great weigh-laid up- 
on this, that there is as much fin & danger toa mans foule in his 
unworthy and unprofitable hearing of the word, as in hisun- 
worthy receiving of the Sacrament; and therefore Minifters 
may as well refufe to Preach unto people, whom they deeme 
unprofitable hearers, as refufe to give them the Sacrament, be- 
caufe they judge themunmeet to receive it. Whether the finne 
of unworthy hearing be as great as the fmne of unworthy re- Hu 
ceiving the Sacrament, I will not now debate. Thed Reply (4) 4 ful 
which was made to his Queries by another, hath faid enough 4"frer toa 

\to that point. But that which lintendin this place, is (for Pr nw 
clearing a maine Principle which we goe upon) to diftinguith omm Quefti- 
thefe two things. There are fome Ordinances appointed for the. ons concern- _ 
Conver fion of Sinners. There are other Ordinances appointed for ing Excom. 
the Communion of Saints. The Preaching of the word and the munication 
hearing thereof, though it hath no {mall influence into the E Sufpenfion » 
Communion of Saints, yetitis alfo appointed for converting “° 
and bringing in Sinners who have no part in the Communion 
of Saints. The Sacrament was not appointed for the Conver: 
fion of Sinners, but is peculiar to ne Communion of Saints. 
The Apoftles Preached to the unbeleiving Jewes in the Temple 
and Synagogues Aĉ. 2. 46.48. 3.11. 12. AF. 5> 12. 42. AG.. 
20.22.23. Butit isonely faid of thofe that gladly received 
the word, they continued ftedfaftly in the Apoftles Deotirine and 
fellonfbip, and in breaking of bread and in prayers. A. 2. 42.The 
Apofiles Preached alfo to many. Heathens and Idolaters, po | 
they 
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j they admitted none to theSacramens till they faw fuch eviden- 

J cesas might perfwade them in the judgement of charity that 

they were fuch as might be admitted. They thatare fufpended 

-fromthe Sacrament, yea they that are excommunicate, are ad- 

mitted to the hearing of the word fortheir converfion, asthe 

unbeleeving Jewes and Heathens were. Can any alledge the like 
Ccnjirm, Thef, realon for admitting them tothe Sacramént? Eraftus himfelf 
li. * p.34, nos obferveth that the unclean under the Law who might not eat of 
zamen pom*  thePaffeover, yet were not forbidden but commanded to ob- 
ma "t ferve the Sabbath, and thefeaft of Expiation. I mention it one- 
pra improbo dam- 1Y 3S an argument ad hominem. {fa finnerbe known for a im- 
natvée habeba profitable hearer of the word, that cannot make ita finne tọ 
tur Cogebatur meto Preach any more to him.But if he be known to be a Dogg 
inhilosinus ora Swine in reference to the Sacrament, that will make it a fin 
LAS = tomeif! minitter the Sacrament tohim. The reafon is becaufe 
wow cuflo T am ftill bound to endevour his converfion ( not knowing that 
dire, diáque — hehath blafphemed againft the holy Ghoft) but I am not bound 
talia faceres to give him the feale of remiffion of finnes and falvation by Je- 
Auncham4Sa- fysChrit: yeait were finne to give that Seal to him who is 
oes lis, vilibly and apparently uncapable offuch fweet and comfortable 
quedizto. — application of Chrift. I conclude that the fufpending of fcan- 
mieniis Septem- dalous perfons fromthe Sacrament, is neither onely nor prin- 
bris per agebatur cipally grounded upon the finne and guilt of eating and drink- 
O SEE ing unworthily, which will cleave to the unworthy Commu- 
En nicant : but rather (not excluding the other ) upon the nature 
ofthe Ordinance which is fueh as cannot admit ofthe notori- 

ouíly fcandalous to receive,but that holy Ordinance fhall there- 

- by be prophaned and made Common; forwhat can be more 
contrary to the na ureofthat Ordinance and to the Inftitution 

of Jefus Chrift, than to turnethe communion of Saints, into 

the communion of fcandalous finners ; and to make that which 

was infiiru'ed for thecomfort ofthofe that repent and beleeve, 

to bea comfort and Seal of Salvation to thofe who are known 

by their fruits to have neither Repentance nor Faith, and fo to 

fend them away with a good conceit of their {pirituall Eftate, 

and thereby to ftrengthen their hearts and hands in wicked- 

nefie ? 
: 9. The Quefiion is not whether all fcandalous perfons are s 
' e 
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be excommunicated and wholly caít out offthe Church. The Ai- 
feniblies Petition was not concerning excommunicating, but 
concerning fufpending from the Sacrament all fcandalous Per- 
fons. Ye:thecurrent of Matter Prynaes Argumentation both 
in his Quzries, and in his Vindication thereof, for the moft 
part; runneth along againtt Excommunication and Sufpenfion 
from the Sacrament, asthe Tittles likewife doe promife. Which 
is afallacy d conjunttis ad divifa. And when he debateth fo 
much concerning excemmunication and fulpenjion, his azdis ei- 
ther copulative or exegeticall. If copulative, he oppofeth . 
no body that I know fo much as himfelf; for I know none 
that would have all fcandalous finners fufpended, to be excom- 
municated allo, except himíelf. If exegeticall, even {o he is 
contraryto himfelf, who confefT:th that one may be fufpended 
from the Sacrament before he be excommunicated.visic p. 50. 
$1. And whereas in the latter part of his firt Quere, he would 
drive us to this hard choice, that either a fcandalous perfon 
muft be excommunicated, or not fufpended from the Sacra- 
ment; Hefaith it is evident by Tertullizz: Apology cap. 39. & 
lib. de penit. that {candalous perfons were ever excommunicate 
and wholly caft out of the Church, not barely fequeftred from 
the Sacrament. Whence faith he all the Canonifts and Schoole- 
men determine that an excommunicate perfon is excluded from 
the Church and all publike Ordinances. Let the prudent reader 
obferve, that in ftead of proving that fcandalous perfons were 
wholly caft out of the Church, he tells us out of the Canonitts' 
and Schoolemen, that excommunicate perfons were wholly 
caft out ofthe Church, that is, that thofe who were caft out of E 
the Church, were caft out of the Church. And for his antiquity, 
he hath given here no fmall wound to the Reputation of his 
skill in Antiquities. Which will more fully appear. Chap. 17. 
Meane while, how can any that hath read Tertullian or Cyprian, 4) 
not know, thatíome failings and falls in time of perfecution, 
and other {maller offences, were not punifhed by excommuni- 
cation, but by fufpeníion from theSacrament, till after pub- 
. like Declaration of Repentance. and confeffion ofthe offence, 

the offender was admitted to the Sacrament. And for the 

Bbb |» places 
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placeshe citeth, J find in TertuHians Book de paenitentia much of 
that Exomeloge fis and publike Declaration of Repentance, but 
that all fcandalous perfons brought under Church. cenfüres 
were wholly caft out of the Church, I find not; Inthe39 
Chapter of his Apologetick there is no fuch thing as is alledged, 
(e)Ibidem but the contrary plainly intimated, * concerning feverall de- 
ettam wo grees of Ecclefialiicall Difcipline, and chat if any mans offence 
aoe ee ge Was fo great, asto deferve excommunication, then he wasex- 
E fara divina, Communicate and wholly caft out ofthe Church. And asin 


‘Nam & judi- the Antient Churches there were,and in the reformed Churches 


caturmagno there now are different degrees of cenfures, according to the 
cum pondere different degrees of offences: fo in the Jewifh Church the like 
ut apud certes nay be obferved, both concerning Ceremoniall uncleanneffe 

de Dei confpe- ™4Y ) 18 ? 
&u:fum. and morall offences. Touching the former, that Law 
mumquefu- Num. 5. 2. command the children of Ifrael that they put 
turijudicii — out of the Camp every Leper, and every one that hath an 
—— ifte, and whofoever is defiled by tbe dead, hath been un- 
eats: ‘ica deritood by the Jewith Do&ors refpelfive, that is, that the, 
communicatie Leper was put out ofall thethree Camps, the Camp of Ifrael 
oneorationis, the Camp of the Levites,and the Camp ef divine Majelty which 
&conventus, asthe Tabernacle : he that had an iffne might bein the Cam 

ape _ of Ifrael, but was put out ofthe other two. He that was defil- 
metciirelee  €dDy the dead, was onely reftrained from the Camp of divine 


' getar, Majefty, for which alfo fee before Book. 1. Chap. vo. And 


(í 
(i 


touching morall offences, there were feverall Steps and de- 

(f)De Jwe grees in-the Jewifh excommunication,. as € Mafter Selden hath 
natur. & Gents obferved from the Talmudifts : for firft a man was feparate 
H^c». fromthe Congregation for 30 dayes, and if thecae Was 
found ob&inate, he was feparate for other 30 dayes, andif 

after 60 dayes he did not repent, then they paffed from the 

leffer excommunication to the greater, that is from Niddui and 

Shammatha ( as he thinketh) to (herem or Anathema. The 

Author of the Queries, while he argueth in chat firlt Quere 

againft the fulpending from the Sacrament of a perfon not ex- 
eritisi nor wholly caft out ofthe Church, clofethin: 

this particul zr with them of the Separation ( which | beleeve he 

did it not intend to doe; J forthey in one of their Po in 

anfwer 
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anfwer tothe fecond Letter of Fr. Iunius written to them, 
where they bring eleven Exceptions againit the Dutch 
Churches, one of thefe Exceptions was that they ufé a new cen- 
fure of Sufpenfion, which Chrift bath not appointed. They doe ) 
hold Excommunication to be an Ordinance of Chrift, but doe ? 
reje& the diftin&ion of Sufpenfion and Excommunication, as / 
Matter Prynne doth. 

Tenthly, the true ftate of the prefent Queftion is not, whe- 
ther the Parliament fhould eftablifh the power of fufpending 
fcandalous perfons from the Sacrament, as Ire divino, ( nay, 
let Divines affert that, and fatisfie peoples coníciences in it : but 
let the Parliament fpeak in an authoritative and legiflative 
way, in adding their civill fan&ion. ) Nor, whether there 
ought tobe any füfpeníion from the Sacrament of ftandalous 
perfons, not yet excommunicated and caft out of the Church ; 
and that the Elder-fhip fhould doeits for the Ordinance of 
Parliament hath fo farre fatisfied the defires of the Reverend Af 
fembly aud ofthe generality of godly people, that there is to be 
a füfpeniion of fcandalous perfons (not excommunicated) from 
the Sacrament, and power is nose tothe Elderfhip to fuf- 
pend from theSacrament for fuch fcandals as are enumerate in 
the Ordinances of Offob. 20. 1645. and March. 14. 1645. 
Which Ordinances doe es that All PBerfons Or ary 
Perfon that fhall commit fuch or fuch an offence, fhall be by 
the Elderfhip fufpended from the Sacrament, upon confeffion 
of the party, or upon the Teftimony of two credible witnef- 
fes. Sothat in truth the ftream of Matter Prynnes exceptions 
runneth againft chat which is agreed and refolved upon in Par- 
liament: and his arguments ( if they prove any thing) mutt 
neceffarily conclude againft that power already granted by Par- 
liament to Elder-fhips. And now if he will {peak to that 
point which is in prefent publike agitation, he muk lay afide 
his Querees and his Vindication thereof, and write another. 
Book to prove that the Affembly and other godly minifters and 
people ought to reft fatisfied (in point of confcience ) with che 
_ power granted to Elderthips to fufpend from the Sacrament in 
the enumerate cafes, and m there is not the like era to 
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keep: off {candalous perfons from the Sacrament for other fean- ` 
dalls befide thefe enumerate in the Ordinance of Parliament. ` 
Nay,and he muft confine himfelf within a nearower circle, then 
fostor the Parliament hath been pleafed to think of fome courfe 
for new emergent cafes, that the door may not be (hut for ist 
future upon the Remonftrances of Elderfhips concerning cafes `` 
notexprefled. I know the Gentleman is free to choofe his own 
Themeto treat of; and he may handle what cafes of Confcience 
he fhall think fic for the Churches edification. But (ince he : 
profeffcth in the Conclufion of his foure Queftions and in the’ - . 
Preface before his Vindication, and in divers other paflages,that 
his {cope is to expedite a regular fettlement of Church Difi- 
piine,without fuch a power of fufpending the fcandalous, as is 
now defired to be fetled inthe new Elderfhips, and manifefily 
refle&eth upon one of the Affemblies Petitions concerning that 
bufineffe, as hath been faid; yea the firt words of his Queres 
tellus, he fpoke to the point in prefent publike agitation, the 
cafe ftanding thus ; I muft put him in mind (under favour) that 
he hath not been alittle out of the way, nor a little wide from 
the mark. Zr | 
` Andifthe Queftion were which of thefe Tenents ( Mafter 
Prynnes or ours , )concerning Sufpenfion, doth beft agree with. 
the mind of the Parliament, letus heare their own Ordinance 
dated March.14. 1645. the words are thefe : yet were the fundas 
mentalls and fubftantial parts of that Government long fince fetled 
in perfons by and over whom it was to be exercifed, andthe nature, 
extent, andrefpettive fubordination of their power was limitted and. 
defined; onely concerning tbe adminiftration of the Sacrament of the 
Lords Supper, how all fuch perfons as were guilty of notorious.and 
| feandalous Offences might be fulpended from it, fome difficulty arifing, 
not fomuch in the Matter it felf, as inthe Manner, how it fbould be 
done, and who fbould be the Indges of the Offence: The Lords and 
Commons baving it alwayes in their purpofe and Intention, andit 
being accordingly declared aud Refolvedby them WHat all lots of 
nofostons (caridalons Dienders Hould be fufpended from the Sas 
trament, Which is the very point fo much oppofed by Matter 
Prynne; for the .controverfie moved by him.is not fo much 
'5. concerning 
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concerning the manner, or who fhould be the Judges, as con- 
-cerning the matter it felfe : he contending that all forts of no- 


torious fcandalous offenders fhould not be fufpended from the y 


Sacrament, but onely fuch as are excommunicated and exclu- 
ded from the hearing of the Word, Prayer, and all other pub- 
lique Ordinances. - T 

Having now removed fo many miftakes of the true ftate of 
the queftion : that which is in controverfie is plainly this; 
Whether according to the word of Ged there ought to be in 
the Elderfhips of Churches a fpirituall power and authority, by 
which they that are called brethren, that is, Church members, 


3 54: 


er Officers, for the publique fcandall of a prophane life, or 


of pernicious do&rine , or for a private offence obftinately 


continued in after admonitions, and fo growing to a pub-. 
lique fcandall , are upon proofe of fuch fcandall to be fufpen- 


ded from the Lords Table untill fignes of repentance appeare 
inthem; and if they continue contumacious, arein the name 
of Jefus Chrift to be excommunicate and cut off from all mem- 
berfhip and communion with the Church, and their finnes 
pronounced to be bound on earth, and by confequence in 
Heaven, untill by true and fincere repentance they turne to: 


God , and by the declaration of fach repentance be reconciled: - 


- unto theChurch. The affirmative is the received doctrine of 
 thereformed Churches, whereunto I adhere. The firit part of 
it concerning Sufpenfion,is utterly denyed by Mr Pryzze,which. 
breaketh the concatenation and ordcr of Church difcipline 
held forth in the queftion now ftated. Whether he denieth 
alío Excommunication by Elderfhips to be an Ordinance and 
Inftitution of Chrift, and onely holdeth it to be lawfull and 
warrantable by the word of God, Iam not certaine. If he do,. 


then he holds the totall negative of this prefent queftion.How-- Diotrephes cates 


ever I am fure he hath gone about to. take away fome of the 
. principall Scripturall foundations and pillars upon which 
Excommunication is builded. *As touching the gradation and 


* Yea a 
alfo it appea- 
reth by his 


chifed that he 
.denieth and 
 oppofeth Bx- 


commiunicati: 


order in the queftion as now ftated , it is meant pofétively and: on it felfe, at 


exclufively, that fuch a gradation not onely may but ought to 
be obferved ordinarily (which Mr Prynze denieth ) although 


I.deny not that for fome publique enormous, haynous abomi-, 


nations. 


leaft under a 


Chriftian Mi- 


giftrate, ' 
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nations, there may be (without fuch degrees of proceeding) a 
prefent cutting off by Excommunication. But this belongs not 
_ to the prefent controveriie. | 


CHAP. II. 


Whether Matth. 18. 15, 16, 17. prove Excommunicá- 
Hon. 


He fecond point of difference is concerning Matth. 18. 
Mr Prynne in the firk of his foure queíiions told us that 
the words Matth. 18.17. Let him be to thee at an Heathen 
man and a Publican, are meant onely of perfonall private tref- 
paffes between man and man , not publique fcandalous finnes 
againít the Congregation : and that tis not faid , Let bim be to 
the whole Church, but let him be to Thee, ec. This Idid inm 
Sermon retort. For if so thee, for a perfonall private Mc 
much more to the whole Church, for a publique fcandalous finne, 
whereby hetrefpafleth againft the whole Congregation. Yea, it 
followeth upon his interpretation , that he may account the 
whole Church as Heathens and Publicans, if all the members 
of the Church doe him a perfonall injury, whereupon I left 
this to be confidered by every man of underítanding, whether 
ifa private man may account the whole Church as Heathens 
7 _ and Publicans for a perfonall injury done to himfelfe alone, ic 
will not follow that much more the whole Church may ac- 
counta man asa Heathen and Publican, for a publique fean- 
dalous finne againft the whole Church. Mr Prynze in his Vindi-. 
cation, pag.3. glanceth at this obje&ion , but he takes notice 
onely of the halfe of it, and heis fo farre from turning off my 
retortion , that he confirmeth it; for pag.4. he confeffeth that 
every Chriftian hath free power by Gods word to efteeme not 
onely a particular brether , butall the members of a Congre- 
gation, as Heathens and Publicans, if he or they continue 
impenitent in thecaíe of private injuries ; after ME 
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Now my exception againít his Quere remains unan{wered. If] 
may eíteem the whole Church as Heathens and Publicans;when 
they doe me an injury and continue impenitent therein: may 
not the whole Church efteem me as an Heathen man and a Pub- 
lican,when I commit a publique and fcandalous trefpaffe againft 
the whole Church , and eontinues impenitent therein? Shall 
a private man have power to caít off the whole Church as Hea- 
thens and Publicans? and fhall not the whole Church have 
power to caít off one man as an Heathen and Publican? I know 
he underí(tands thofe words, Let bim be to thee as a Heathen 
man and a Publiean , in another fence then either the reformed 
Churches doe, or the ancient Churches did,and takes the mea- 
ning to be of avoyding fellowíhip and familiarity with him, 
before any fentence of Excommunication paffed againít the 
offender. But however my argament from proportion will 
hold. If civill fellowfhip muf be refufed , becanfe of obftinacy 
in acivill injury, why fhall not fpirituall or Church-fellow- 
fhip be refufed to him that hath committed a fpiritual] 
injury or trefpaffe againít the Church? If private fellowfhip 
ought to be denied unto him that will not repent of a private 
injury, why íball not publique fellowfhip in eating and drin- 
king with the Church at the Lords Table be denied unto him 
that will not repent of a publique fcandall given to the Con- 
gregation? Are the rules of Church fellowfhip loofer and wi- 
der than the rules of civil! fellowfhip? or are they ftraiter? Ts 
the way of communion of Saints broader than the way of civill 
communion? or isitnarrower? Peradventuce he will fay, that 
the whole Church , that is, all the members of the Church, 
have power to withdraw from an obiinate fcandalous brother,. 
that is, to have no fraternal! converfe or private Chri(tian fel-- 
lowíhip with him. Well then : If thus farre he be as a Heathen: 
anda Publican to the whole Church diftributively,how fhall he 
be asa Chriftian brother'to the whole Church coliec&tively; If. 
all the members of the Church feverally withdraw fellowfhip: 
from him even: before he be excommunicated, how fhall the: 
whole Church together be bound to keepe fellowfhip with him: 
till he be excommunicated ? Infead of loofing fuch knots; 
Mr Brynne undertakes to prove another thing , that this "- 
of- 
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of Matthew is not meane of Excommunication or Church cen- 
{fures , and that the Church in this Text was not any Ecclefia- 
fticall Confiftory (here he citeth Jofepbus, asifhehad fpoken 
of that Text ) but onely the Sanhedrin or Court of civill Ju- 
ftice. But though all this were true which he faith, yet there 
may be a good argument drawn by neceffary confequence from 
this Text to prove Excommunication. Which Groris did well 
perceive: for in his annotations upon the place, after he hath - 
told his opinion that excommunication is not meant in this 
Text, he addeth, that he hath elfewhere fpoken of the anti- 
quity and neceflity of Excommunication : quanquam ad eam ex 
boc etiam loco non abfurde argumentum duci poffe , non negaverim: 
though I will not deny, faith he, thst even from this place, the argu- 
ment may be drawn to excommunication witbout any abfurdity. My 
argument afore-mentioned will hold good even from Matter 
Prynnes owneexpofition. Thus farre Ihave gone upon a con- 
feflion: now to the confutation. Before I come to his reafons, ` 
I obferve in his margent a double mi(take of the teftimony of 
Scapula. Firft, he fends us to Scapula to learn that taxrngia fig- 
nifieth any civill affembly or councell, as well as an Ecclefia- 
fticall Presbytery. Yes: Scapula tels us, ic hath in Heathen wri- 
ters a generall fignification, to expreffe any Affembly called 
forth. But he addeth immediately, that in the writing of Chri- 
fiians it fignifeth the affembly of fuch as are called to eternall 
life and doe profeffe Chriftian Religion. Since therefore it 
hath not the fame fignification in Heathen writings, and in the 
New Teftament , he fhould have fhewed us where the word 
caxangia in the new Teftament doth fignifie a civill Court of 
Juftice. I hopethe holy Ghoft did {peake fo in this place as 
he might be underftood, and to take the word Church here, in 
that fence which ‘ie hath nowhere elfe in the new Teftament, 
doth not agree with that received maxime, That Scripture is to 
be expounded by Scripture. finde indeed the word 9&xAneíe nfed 
for a Civill affembly, Ads 19.39,41. Butas that is an Heathen 
affembly, fo itis not the Evangeli(t Luke his expreffion other- 
. wife then recitative: thatis, he mentioneth an Heathen affem- 
bly under that name by which Heathens themfelves called it. 
His other miltake of Scapule,is, the citing of him for that affer- 
tion, 
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tien, that the Church in this Text is not an Ecclefiatticall Con 
fillory. Whereas Scapula doth expound the Church Adaith.18. 
to be meant of the Presbytery or Colledge of Elders , (as 
s Stephani Thefaurus doth alfo ) and having told that the word g Steph. Refirin: 
fignifieth the whole Chriitian Church : alfo particular Corn- gitur © alis 
gregations : he addeth two more reftrited fignifications : modo inxansta 
fonictimes it fignifieth a Chriftian family : fometimes the Pref- ad [ynedrium feu 
bytery; for this laft he citeth Matth. 18. Now I proceed to rid inmid 
Mt Prynnes Reafons. — Firft, faith he, this Text fpeakes not at all | Ae we u^ 
of any publique. feandzlous finne againft the Church or Congrega- 18, So Marlrat 
tion, the proper objett of Church cenfares, but onely of private civill in Thefaurofaith 
trefpaffes between man and man , as is evident by tbe words , If thy that the word 
brother trefpaffe again[t thee, goe and tell bim bis fault between bim ae apio 
and thee, &c. Anfw. We have ever underítood that place of Pii Sn 
fuch tre‘pafles,which grow publique afterwards by the offenders Maub,18, 17. 
obftinacy after admonition.Yet the trefpaffe here meant,may be 
often fuch as even at &rít is fcandalous to more then one.Such a 
cafe falleth under Chrifts rule here,and is notexcluded. Where- 
in obferve Durand upon the fourth Book of the Mafter of Sen- 
tences Diff. 19. Queft.4. But if; faith he, the finne be not altogether 
feeret , nor altogether knowne , that is, fuch as is known to many by 2 
‘ whom be may be convrct , or be is ill reported of among grave perfons, 
though the publique fame be not againft him, fo the proceder. which 
Chrift bath fet us im the Gofpell, feemeth to hive place , to wit, that 
firft be may be fecretlyadmonifbed, concerning bis amendment ; 
which if it profit not, that be may be admoni[bed concerning bis 
amendment before thofe who know the fatis but if that alfo doe not 
profit, that then be may be declared to the burch. But if we (hould 
grant that no other trefpaffe is meant here , but a private tref- 
affe, yet ! aske, is there no private trefpaffe but that which is 
civill? The Schoolmen writing de fcandalo will tell him that 
one brother trefpaffeth againft another when he fcandalizeth 
him by any finfull example, though without any civill injury. 
Nay its the greateit trefpaffe which is committed again? the 
foule of our neighbour: fcandall is foule murther. It is a breach 2) 
of the Law of love,not onely by omiflion,but by eommiifion. He 
that is commanded to'edifie his brother,and then giveth fcandal] 
to him, doth he not trefpaffe againít his brother? The like an= 
| C cc fwer 
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{wer I retarn to that which he addeth,that Like relating the fame 
thing without any Dic Ecclefte,Luh.17.354 puts it out of queflionyif 
compared with Gen.5 2.3 Y.(chere is no tuch Scripture) t Sant.25. 
28.What?out of queftion.Doth hz not find fcandalous fins in the 
two verfes immediately preceding inLwke,and thereupon its im- 
mediatly added, Take heed to your felves,if thy brother trefpaffe againft 
theerebuke him, and if be repent, forgive bim. Can not a Chriftian 
rebuke his brother who fcandalizeth him, and if he repent for- 
give him? Luke needed not adde Dic Ecclefie, becaufe he {peaks 
of a repenting brother, not of an impenitent brother, after 
private admonition. And that fcandalous trefpafles are under- 
ftood Adattb.18.19. ( as Auguftine, Toftatus , and many others 
'¢ have obferved) may thus appeare. 1. Scandals are the greateft 
! ; and worft trefpaíles , as hath. been faid , and woe unto the world 
becaufe of offences. Surely Jefus Chrift did intend to provide a 
remedy againít the greateft evils, rather than againft the leffer. 
2. Chrift would not be Judge of civill injuries, Løke 12. 14. 
How can it be then fuppofed that he giveth here Lawes concer- 
ning civill rather then fpirituall injuries? 3. Chrif faith , If 
be (ball beare (not repaire) thee, thou haft gained (not thy goods 
or thy good name, or the like, bat ) thy brotber. Intimating,that 
its not amans owne intereft , but the refcuing of his brothers 
foule from finne and fcandall, which is here fought. Mr Prysze 
himfelfe confirmeth it nota little, for he takes the meaning 
to be of avoyding a brothers company , in the cafe ofa civill 
or private injury, if he continue impenitent after admonition. 
Now what if he that hath done the injury make full reparation,, 
and.all reall fatisfa&ion to the brother injured, and yet conti- 
nue impenient fhewing no fymptomeat all of repentance, muft 
he not by M. Pryzze: expofition be efteemed as an heathen man: 
and aPublican , becaufe of his vifible and fcandalous impe- 
nitency ? How often hath it been {een thata man was compel- 
led. by Law, or perfwaded. by friends to make a reall reítitu- 
tion and full fatisfa&ion for a civill or perfonall injury; and 
yet hath given very.great fcandall by his impenitency., not fo. 
nuch.as confeffing, but ftill defending and juftifying his finfull 
a& ,. in hisdifcourfes? 4. The dependency upon the preceding. | 
parts: of that Chapter confirmeth it: from the beginning - 
he. 
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the Chapter to this very Text, verf'15. Chrift hath been upon 
the do&rine of fcandals , warning us not to offend fo much as 
one of his little ones, which he preffeth by divers arguments. 
s. TheEraftiansand we doe both agree in this,that Chrif here 
hath a refpe& to the Jewifh Government. Now thetrefpaffes ) J 
for which men were excommunicate by the Jewiíh Sanhedrin 
were {candalous trefpafles , fuch as the defpifing of any of the 
precepts of the law of Mofes, or Statutes of the Scribes : The. 
doing of fervile worke upon Eafter Eve: The mentioning of 
the Name of God rafhily, or by a vaine oath : The inducing of i 
others to prophane the Name of God, or to eate holy things 
without the holy places and the like; Moreofthiselíewhere, — 
in the 24 caufes of the Jewifh Excommaunication. 6.M* Prysne 
expoundeth this Text in AMattber by 1 Cor.5.9,10,1 1,12. but 
there the Apoftle intends the purging of the Chuch from fean- 
dals, whether thofe fcandals have any private injury in them 
ornot. Inftance in Idolatry and drunkennefle, there mentio- 
ned. 7. Ican alfo (without yeelding the leat advantage to 
the Eraftian caufe ) admit and fuppofe that which is fo much 
preffed both by Ereftus, Mr Prynne,and others,vtz. chat thefe 
. words, If thy brother trefpaffe againft thee , are fpoken of a per- 
fonall injury between man and man, - Though I doe not grant 
the thing, yet I am content, even upon their own fuppofition, 
to argue from this Text.And firft,it may be anfwered with 4egz 
dius de Coninck.de alib. fupernat. Difp.28.Dub.8.that Chrift doth 
not fpeake of the cafe of perfonall injuries, as if he meantto | 
reftri& unto fuch cafes the order of proceeding for gaining of ^5«d folum 
the offenders foule from finne ; ^ but onely for examples fake be “empli wi 
brought fuch kind of finne, of which it might bave been mof doub- € E a 
ted, whether in the reproofe thereof this erder be tobe kept, and in Web. rk 
which it can be mož hardly ebferved , in refpet of the innate deftre poterat dubi- 
of revenge in many. 2. Let our oppofites themfelves fay , whe- tari,an in ejus 
ther we ought not in eonícience and duty, endeavour the gai- edd hic 
ning of an offending brothers foule, when we fee him commit f. WAR ceu 
atrefpalle againftGod, which is no perfonall injury to our dificillime 
felves, as well as when the trefpaífe is a perfonall injury. 3. As fervetur, ob 
this order of proceeding here prefcribed by Chrift, is (in the innatam muls 
*« of a perfonall injury) the greateft triall of Chri(tian love "s cupiditatem 
CUM Ee " vindi&z. 
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in the perfon offended, fo it may (by Gods bleffing ) be the- 
fronger and more efficacious upon the perfon offending, to 
conquer and overcome his fpirit, while he chat might profecnte 
him in a legall andcriminall way, commeth in meekneffe and 
love co admonifh him, andto endeavour the gaining of him 
from fin by repentance. Which isthe obfervation of Chryfoftome 
upon the place, for if be that might demand punifbenent npon bim, 
even that man be feen to be taking care of his falvation,this moft of all 

| aber things 35 able to male bim afbamed, and to yeeld. 4. IFitbe 
acivill and perfonall injury matterially , yet ic comes not "in 
here under that formall confideration , but partly as a (candal? 
to him that hath received the injury (fo that Chryfoftome doth 
rightly make this Text to hang together with that which was 
faid before in the fame Chapter concerning {candals) partly 
as a foul-deftroying ínne upon him that doth the wrong, 
which doth endanger his falvation: And if under fuch a no- 
tion private injuries be here fpoken of, then what have our 
eppoliees gained? 5. The Ícopealío is not civill bue wholly 
$Pirituall ; which Ghry/>ftome doth very well explaine. Hom. 66. 
in Bimb. Whati it, ithe fhall heare thee? if be fall be per- 
fraded to condemne bimfelfe of fiume. Thor haf gained thy bro- 
ther, pe faitb not thou baft a fuffictent puniforment or fatis faGlion, 
but thou baft gained iby brother. And after, He faith not accmfe, nor 
cenfure, nor demand punifbments , bet comvince, faith be. The 
Context confirmeth ic; for thefe words are added immediately 
after the parableof bringing home the loft fheep. Which pa 
rable we have alfo Luke 15. (where it is not applied to the 
reducing of fuch as have done private injuries , im of Publi- —— 
cans and {inners who were publiquely fcandalous:this Vthonghe — - 

. £ood to note by the way) Ammonius Alexandrinus de Quattor 
Evang. confonantia 5 cap.96,97. doth together with the parable 
of the loft íheep ; adde alío the other two, of the loft penny, 
and the loft fonne, immediately before thefe words, Ff thy. 
brother trefpafle againft thee cc. 6: And fuppofe that the bai- 
nefie hath its rife and beginning from a períonall iniury, vere 

| 15. yet thetrefpaffle for which theman istobe held as a'Hea- 

; j then and Publican , isa publique fcandalous fimne againft the 
Church orCongregation , namely his neglecting to heare $^ 
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Church verf. 17. for it is not his firft trefpaffe, but his contama- 
cy againft the Church, which by this Text is to make him 
ejteemed as an Heathen and a Publican. " 

Before | leave this point,! will anfwer the chief Argument by © 
which Eraftus would prove that chis Text is meant only of pris 
vate civill injuries : becaufe (faith he) the trefpafie here Poko 
of is no other then what one brother may forgive to another. I 
anfwer, both he and Mafter Pryzze doe fuppofethis Text Mar. 
15516, 17. to be parallel to that in Lik. 17.3: 4. which they: 
také for granted, without proof or reafon. Certainly there is à 
great difference between the purpofe and fcope ofthe one place 
and of the other. It will be replyed that even inthis very Chap-- 
ter Matth. 38. the next thing which follows verf: 21. is con- 
cerning perlonall injuries which one brother can and ought to 
forgive to another. Tbencame Peterto hin and faid, Lord haw 
oft fall my Brither finne agzinft me, and forgive him? cc. To 
that lanfwer. 1. We cannot gather from the Text that Peter 
did propound this queition immediately after orupon occafion 
of thai which went before verf. 15, 16/17, &c. where nothing: 
isfpoken cf one Brothers forgiving another. Weread Luk. 8. 
19. "bem came tobimbis Mother and bis Brethren, ee. yet the 
meaning is not that his Motherand his Brethren came to him 
immediately after his {peaking of the words before mentioned. 
by Lake in thatplace; for that it was not after thefe, bat after 
other words, isplain from the Harmony of the other Evange» 
lifts Adztebew and Mark; So here thefe words Then came Peter, 
may very well relate to anew bufinefle and to another time. — 
2. Or ifit was the fametime, it mightbefaid, Then came Peter, 
thatis, Peterbeing abfent, and not having heard that which 
Ghrift had been before fpcaking,he came inimediacly after,& did 
propound a new Queftion. 3. Suppofe' alfo that Peizewaspre-: 
fent and heard all which had been before fpoken, yet it is much. 
doubted among Interpretersswhence Peter had the rife and occa- 
Íron:of that: Quefiton.| Some:think it was-upon his calling to: 
mind? thofewords in cherule of Prayer, ven sw forgive whofe 
who trefpaffe against us. Others conceive the octahon of his 
Queftion was\ehat which was fiid ver]. 19: Againe I fay unto: 

yon if tmoof you fball agree on eii, fuppotme that agreemazat(and 
Cec 3 cou- 
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confequently forgiving of injuries) is neceffary to make our 
Prayers the more effe&uall; for my part, 1 think it not impro- 
bable chat whatever the occaficn of the Quekion was, verf. 2t 
bcginneth a new and diftin& purpofe. Which I taketo be the 
realon why the Arabik here makes an intercifion, and begin- 
neth the eight and fiftieth Se&ion of Matthew at thofe words, 
Then came Peter and faid, Lord bow oft, &c. 4. And if verf. 2 1. 
have a dependence upon that which went before, it may be 
conceived thus : Chrift had faid, 7fthy Brother trefpaffe againft 
thee goe C tell him bis fault betweene thee and bim alone, which fup- 
ofeth a continuance of the former Chriftian fellowfhip and 
Saal familiarity, and that we muft not caft offa candies 
Brother as loft, orasan Enemy, but admonifh him as aBro- 
ther. This might give occafion to Peter to aske, Lord bow oft 
foal my Brother finne againft me, thatis, {candalize me by his 
finne againft God, (for evenin Luk, 17.3. 4. that of forgiv- 
ing one that trefpaffeth againft us, is added immediately after a 
Do&rine of fcandals; ) and 7 forgive bim, that is, as Grotius 
expounds it, reftore him to the former degree offriendíhip and 
intimate familiarity, to deale with him thus as with a Brother; 
Which he well diftinguifheth from that other forgiving which 
is a not revenging. And fo.much of Mafter Pryzzer firk 
reafon. i 
His {fecond reafon is becaufe the Mention of two or three 
witneffes verf: 16.relateth onely to tbe manner of trying eivillcapi- 
tall crimes ( as murders and the like ) before the civil Magiftrates of 
tbe eres, dre. not to any proceedings in Eccleftaflicall caufes, im 
their Ecclefiaftical Conftftories, of which we find no prefedent. 
Anfw. x. Ifthis hold, then the Text muft not beexpounded - 
indefinitely of civill injuries (as he didbefore) but of civillca- ' 
pitall injaries, whereas Eraftus takes the meaning to be of fmal- 
ler offences onely, and not of Capitall crimes. 2. The Law 
concerning two or three witneffes is neither reftri&edto Capi- 
tall crimes, nor to.civill Judicatories. lappeale to the Ordi- 
nance of Parliament dated Offo. 20. 1645. The Elder-[bip of every, 
Congregation (bal judge the matter of feandall aforefaid, being net 
Capital, upon the Teftmiony of two credible Wirneffes, at the leaft. 
That Law therefore of witneffes is alike applicable to all pee 
l i an 
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and Courts Ecclefiafticall and civill Dest. 19. 30. One witneffe 1) 
foal not rife up againft aman for any iniquity, or for any finne,in Vy 


any fin that be finneth: at the month of two witneffes or at the month of 
three witne[fes [ball the matter be eflablifbed. 5. And the fame Law is 
in the new Teftament clearly applied to proceedings in Ecclefia- 
fticall caufes 2 Cor. 13. 1. & again 1 Tim.5 .19.Again(t the Elder re- 
ceive not an accufation but before trvo or three witne ffesstwhich is not 
{poken to any civill Magiftrate, but to Timothy and others 
joyned with him in Church Government. 

His third reafon doth onely begge what is in Queftion, that 
bythe Church is not meant any Ecclefiafticall but a civill 
Court of the Jewes. He needed not to cite fo many places to 
prove that the Jewes had civill Courts. If he could but cite 
one place, to prove that they had no Ecclefiafticall Courts,this 
wereto the purpofe. Not that I grant that at this time the 
pres had any civill Jurisdiction or Jewifh Court of Juftice; 
or after that Herod the great did kill Hireanus and the Sanbe- 
drin, (in theopinion of many learned men ) the Jewes had no 
more any civil! Jurifdi&ion. Now Herod the great was dead 
before thetime of Chrifts Miniftery. Others think they had 
fome civill Jurisdiction a while after Hircanus death. How 
ever he. cannot prove, that at this time when Chrif faid 
Tell the Church, the Jewes had any civill Court of Juítice which } 
-did exercife either Criminal! or Capitall Judgements. I have in 
the firt Book fhewed out cf Bitor L Empereur,€afeuhon, and 
I. Eech. (who prove what they fay from the Talmudicall 
writers) that 40: ‘yeeres before the deftru&ion of the Temple 
( and fo before Chrift faid Tell the Church) the Court of civill 
Juftice at Hierufalem did ceafe. If Mafter Pryzne make any 
thing of this Gloffe ofhis, he muft prove 1. That there was no 
Ecelefiafticall Court among the Jewes. ( 1 have before proved: 
that that Councell ofthe Jewes in Chrifts time wasan Eccle(i- 
aftieall Court, though he conceives it was meerely civill) 
2. Thata private civill injury might not then, nor may not 
now, be brought before a civill Court,. except after feverall 
previous admonitions defpifed. 3. ThatChifts Rule, Tell tbe 
Church was antiquated and ceafed, when a civill Court of Juftice. 
among the Jewes ceafed. It ihe fay that the fame. rule i 
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eth for telling the civill Magiĉrate in cafethe offender prove 
obíinate after admonition, then I aske. z. how will he res 
concilehimfelf? forpzg. 4. he faith the Church in this Text 
is one!y the Sanbedrin or Court of civill Luftice among tbe Fewes. 2. VE 
this Text Mat. 18. was applicable to the primitive Church af- 
ter the def'ru&ion of Jerzfalem, and when there wasno Jewilh 
Sanhedrin to goeto, then the Pagan Magi.iracy mut paff? under 
the name of the Charch, for they had no other civill Court of 
Ci) Confirm. Jultice to goeto. 
Thefium lib. One thing I muft needs take notice of, that whereas he 
eap. ?.Quis Would prove here that Tell tbe Church, is nothing, but, tell the 
E eivill Court of Juftice among the Jewes, commonly called the 
dzos{ubRo. Councell faith he, or Sanhedrin, he doth hereby overthrow all 
manis vixiffe, that he hath been building:for the Jewiih Sanzbedrin at that time, 
acpreidem had notpower to judgecivill, nor criminall, and leat of all 
corumpeten- Capital] offencés, but onely caufes Eccletia‘ticall : The Romans 
alg = having taken from them their civill Government, and left them 
im faife? no Government nor Jurisdiction except in matters. of Religi- 
Civilempo- on. IhopeMaĝer Prynne will notin this contradi& (i) Era- 
tentiam adfe ftus. Andiffo, how fhall his Glofle itand, that this Text is 
omnem fre tobe under(tood of civill injuries, “yea, and of thefe onely, for 
P lida pori, TeMedy whereof he conceives that Chrift fends his Difciplesto 
te ipfis T re. the Jewith Sanhedrin? How íweetly doe his Tenents agree 
bus facris jue together? 
dicandi, & fe- His fourth reafon is, thatthofewords, let bim be to thee as an 
cuntumlegis eather man anda Publican, cannot fignifie excommunication, 
ceremonias Vir mays Peden nne being never members of the Church,couldnever be ` 
vendi. Jdem ¥ a 1 : bie d " 
lib, j capi. excommunicated or caf out of it, being uncapable of fiec a eenfure. 
Interim tamen As for pablicans, thofè of tbem who were members of the Temi 
pxebant Ro- Chyrch, though they were execrable to the Fewes, by reafan of their 
mons:neque Tax-gatberings and oppreffions, yet we never read in Scripture, that 
E Aui they were excommunicated or caft out of their Synagogues, but cantra- 
iim i rily, that they went up into the Temple to prays as well ar the Phari- 
gram, quam in fees, and were more acceptable to Chrift bimfelf, @c. So likewife 
rebusadreli- Sutlivius (againít Beza) de prefayt. Gap. 9. pag. 57. Tanfwer 1. 
&ontmmo- byaretortion. Malter Prysne p. 4. expounds thefe words, Jer 
d ne him be unto thee an Heathen man and a publican, to be meant of 
—— avoiding familiar fellowfhip with the Brother that hath " 
mitte 
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mitted a civill trefpaffe, and keeping no more civill company 
with him. Now largue thus ad hominem. This cannot be the 
meaning which he gives,becaufe Heathens being never admicted 
into familiar fellowíhip and company with the Jewes (who 
might not marry nor familiarly converfe with them, as himfelf 
proveth pag. 4. ) could never be caft out of their fellowfhip 
and company, being uncapable of any fuch thing. If our ex- 
pofition of excommunication muft drive us to acknowledge 
that Heathens were formerly members of the Jewith Church, 
his expofition of avoiding familiar fellowfhip, mu drive him 
to acknowledge that formerly the Heathens were admitted into 
familiar fellowíhip with the Jewes. i 

2. Thofe words és son let him be unto thee, &c.. do not look 
backward but foreward; neither is the matching and comparing 
of the fcandalous impenitent Brother, with an heathen, 4 priori, 
but 4 pofferiori, fo that no comparifon is to be made between the 
preterite Eftate of an offending Brother, and the preterite E- 
{tate of an Heathen man, but between the future Eftate of an 
offending obftinate Brother, and the prefent Eftate of an Hea- 
then man. 

3. Let him be unto thee as an Heathen, is as much as have no 
communion nor fellowfhip with him in theholy Affemblies nor 
in the Temple; for Heathens were not permitted to come into 
the Temple Ezek. 44. 7.9. Ad&.21.28.whereupon Paul is accu- 
fedfor bringing Greeks into the Temple and fo polluting that 
holy place 4&. 21. 28. Heathens were excluded from Atrium 
Ifiaelis , the Court of Ifrael, which was without the Court of 
the Priefts. There was without the Court of Ifrael, Atrium 
Gentium, the Court of the Heathen, otherwife called Intermu- 
rale, becaufe it lay between the Temple and the utter wall men- 
tioned Ezek, 42.20. Into this utmoft Court or intermurale Hea- 
then men were admitted to come and worfhip there, according 
tothat 1. Kings. 8. 41. 2 Chro. 6. 32. They might not onely 
come into the holy Land, but to the holy City, and not onely 
to the holy City, Ex to the mountain of the houfe of the Lord; 
yea, not onely to the mountaine of the Temple, but withinthe 
utter Wall: yet into the Court of Hrael which was properly 
the firft or utter Court ofthe Temple, they wereforbidden to 
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enter. He that would be further fatisfied that thefe things were 
fo, let him read Lofeph. antiq. lib. 15.cap. 14. Toftatus in 1. Reg. 
9. quaft.21. Arias Montanm de (zer. fabric. pag. 15. Azorius In- 
flit-moral.Tom.1.lib. 6.Chap. 53.L’ Empereur Annot. in Cod. Mid- 
doth cap.2.Se&.3. Peradventure you will fay, if it was thus, then 
an excommunicate perfon being efteemed as an Heathen ,muft not 
git leave to heare the word, nor at all to enter into the places of 
pablike Aff*mblies where the word was Preached. Anfw.T will 
not now debate that point. Others have debated it with 
the Anabaptiós who hold that excommunicate perfons 


4 


ought not be admitted to the Hearing of the word. Luc. Oftand.. ` 


Enchirid.contra Anab.c.6.queft.2 but however it doth not follow 
upon what I have faid, that excommunicate perfons muft be 
wholly excluded from hearing of the word. Firft, be- 
caufe the places of our publike worfhip have no Sacramentall 


-— 
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old: therefore fay the profeflors of Leyden there is not the like 

reafon to exclude excommunicate perfons wholly from our 

Temples, as there wasexcluding chem from the Temple of Ie- 

_rufalent. 2. becaufe both Chrift Io. 10.23. and the Apoftles At; 

b Jofephus ane 5+ 12- did ufe to Preach in Solomons Porch, (t) This Porch fo 
tig, Jib. 20. cap. called was the great eaft Porch inthe Intermurale, whether Hea- 
8.Suafit (popu thens were admitted, and fo they did hear the word, though 


lus) regi utori- they-had no leave to come into the Court of Ifrael, there to. 


m -— have fellowíhip with or to be efteemed and reputed among the 


dE . people of God. Yea, as Mafter Selden tells us de Tuve nat. & 
pli Am Gent. lib.5. cap. 6. fomeunderftand by Solomons Porch a&f. 5. 11. 
elaudebat,pro- & 5.12. the very Court of the Gentiles, into which o^ came 


funde valli & to worfhip, which Gentiles were not withftanding forbidden: 
auguftz immi- 


mcs ' of Ifrael; or into that which Iofepbws calls the fecond Temple. 


nis-repis, qui Lofephws doth alfo make mention of foure Porches of the Tem- 
primus inte- ple; into the utmoft of which (&this is certainly meant of o/5- 
gum Tem: wu, queden was lawful for Heathens to come.contra appron.l.2. 
plum condi- 4. Fortheother part, rhim be unto thee as a publican, if the 

P meaning were no more: butthis avoid all fellowfhip and fami- 

liarity with him, it doth not hurt our Expofition : exclufion. 
— fromthe Temple being clearly fignified by his being a: ax Hea- 
| then :- 


Ld 


fignificancy or holineffe as the Temple and Tabernacle had of 


by a fuperfcription under paine of death to enter into the Court: 


| 
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then: and avoiding of fellowfhip with him being in the mof 
emphaticall manner further expreffed by his being as a publican; 
both thefe put together do the more fully hold forth excom- 
munication. Andin this fence fome refolve the words. 

5. Yet let us fee how Mafter Pryxne proves that the Publicans 
were admitted into the Temple or Synagogues. He tells us 
that Chrift received them or converfed with them, as ifthe — 
meaning had been to compare an impenitent Brother with peni- 
tent publicans, Luk. 18. 13. who drew neer to Chrift to heare 
him Luk. 15.2. who left all and followed Chriítto be among - 
his difciples Manb. 10. 3. Luk. 5.27, 28. Mark.2. 15. who 
jufti&ed God Luk. 7. 29. who knew themfelves to be fick of 

_ foule-difeafes Matth. 9. 12, 13. Thefe very places cited byhim- 
felf make againfthim. However the Queition is how Publi- 
cans were elleemed of inthe Jewifh Church (for that is the 
thing pointed at in thole words, let bim be unto thee as a Publi- 
can) for that, he objeCteth that Publicans went up into the 
Templeto pray. Ifhe meane that Publicans who were neither 
devout Jewes nor Profelytes, went up into the Temple to pray, 
had acceffe to and fellowíhip in the Sacrifices and Temple wor- 
fhip, as well as the Jewes themfelves, its more than he can 
prove. If he mean that publicans who were Jewes or Profelytes, ' 
wentup into the Temple to pray, ithelpeth him not, except 

. he cam prove that when Chritt faith, let bim be unto thee a ar 
Heathen man and a publican, the meaning is of fuch a publican as 
was a devout Jew or profelyte. And if fo, then he had to prove 
that the Jewes did not keep civill company or fellowfhip, fo 
much as with the religious publicans with whom they went to- 
gether to the Temple to pray and worfhip. This ako he hath to 

" prove,not that religious publicans(of whom Chriftmeans not) 
d» that impious infamous Publicans came to the Temple. 

6. That paffage Like 18.10. concerning the Publicans goe 
ing up to the Temple to pray; firft, it is expreffely declared to 
be a parable Verf'9. and therefore can not prove the reality of 
the thing according to the letter, no more than an audible 
conference between Abrabam and. the rich man in Hell can be 
proved from Luke 16. 24. to the end of the Chapter, (rhouch jJ 
I believe that be a Hiftory related parabolically, as V^ff'ws yy 
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proveth in his Thefés: ) farre leffe can a parable properly fo 
called prove an hiítoricall. narration. The meaning may be no 
other but this, that if fuch a Publican and füch a Pharifee fhould 
goe up to the Temple to pray, then the one fhould depart tufi- 
fied, and the other not. 

7. \canalfo grant without any prejudice to the bufineffe of 
Excommunication that the Publican, yea an execrable Publican 
did goe up to the Temple topray. For an excommunicate 
perfon among the Jewes (as many thinke) fo Jong as there was 
hope of his ^ cpm had leaveto come into theutter Court 
ofthe Temple, yet fo that they camein at the gate of the 
mourners, and excommunicate perfons were known by al] 
that faw them, to be excommunicate perfons. More of this 
à Booke 1. cap. 4. 

~ 8. This very Text Luke 18. helpesus. For tis faid Verf. 15. 
The Publican ftood afarre off, that is, (in the opinion of Diodati ) 
in fome remote part of the firft Court of the Temple, 1 Kings 8. 43. 
It is very probable (whereof fee Book 1. chap.9. that the Inter- 
murale or atrium Gentium is meant, which fometime hath the 
name of the Temple. To the Publicansftanding afarre off is 
oppofed the Pharifees ftanding by himfelfe, Verf.11. where I 
` conftru& aes &wri? with sabeis as Camero doth : So Camerarius 
and Beza following the Syriack and fome old Greek opies : 
he ftood apart by himfelfe, the very cuftome making it fo , that 
the Publican fhould not come neere him, but ftand zz atrio 

Gentium. P 
9. Thereafon why Publicans are named as hatefull and exe. 
crable perfons,was not for civill refpe&s,nor becaufe Publicans, 
(for the Jewes themfelves did not refufe to keep company with 
good and juft Publicans, as I fhall proveafterwards:) particular- 
ly, it was not for their Tax-gathering (a particular mentio- 
ned by Mr Prynne, it feems to ftrengthen his expofition of 
civill injuries ) but for divers fcandalous finnes and abomina- 
ble prophanefle, therefore publicans and {inners , publicans and 
harlots , publicans and gluttens , and wine-bibbers are almoft 
fynonyma’s in the Gofpell, Aath. 9.31. & 11.19. & 21.32. 
Marke 2.16. Luke 5.30. and Publicans are named as the worft 
of men, A4urth.5.46,47.the moft of thembeing fo reputed.From 
, al 
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all this which hath been faid in anfwer to his fourth reafon it 
appeareth that Jet bim be to thee as an Heathen and a Publican, is 
more than he would make it, keepe not any familar company, 
or have no civill fellowfhip with him. And whereas page 4. 
he faith that Paul expreíly interprets it fo, 1 Cor. 5.10,11,12. 
2 Thef] 3-4. Epbef. 5.11. Rom. 16.17. Taníwer out of himfelfe, 
in that fame place, and pag.5. Let hina be to thee as an Heathen, 
&. isaphrafe never ufed elfewhere in Scripture. How then, 
faith he, that Paz doth exprelly interpret it ? Pazl'comman- 
. deth to withdraw fellowthip, (and that for any fcandalous fin 
in a Church-member,although it be no private injury to usas 
` the places quoted by himfelfe make it manifeft) Therefore Paul 
doth exprefly interpret that phrafe 442:.18.to be meant of with- 
drawing civill fellowfhip only. What confequence is there here? 
I come to his fifth and laft reafon,zbe words runne only, Let bim 
be to thee as an Heathen man and a Publican,not to the whole Church. 
Anfw.1. This is the very thing he faid in his firit Querewhich | Era? coufirva. 
is anfwered before. | {hall onely adde here another anfwer out Thef-lib.- pag. 
of! Eraftus, who argueth thus: Ofie brother fhould forgive 158-Quod uni 
another feventy times in aday , if the offending brother doe fo "qn eft, 
| i&um toti eft 
oft turn againe andcrave pardon : Therefore fo fhould the (51.6. A cuni 
Church doe to a finner that craveth pardon, even as often as he di&um cft ut 
doth crave pardon. For (faith he)there can beno juft realon feptuagies in ' 
given wherefore the whole Church ought not to doe herein, dic culpam de-; 
what Church members ought to doe feverally. If this be a good Pcr remit: 
argument when Chrift faith , If thy brother repent, forgive bim, Ecclefia iex 
Luke 17.354. (by which place Mr Prynme expoundeth Adztth.18. canti ignofcere 
I5.) will icnot beasgood an argument , Let him be to thee as debet, quoric(- 
en Heathen and a Publican,therefore let him’be fuch to thewhole cunque in die 


Church, when the whole Church is offended by his obftinacy fhi ignofci pe- 


and: impenitency ? jufla caufa pro- 
2. Thofe words, Let bim be to thee , cannot be reftrictive. Tt ferriposerit,cur 
mult be at leait extended to all fuch as are commanded to re- tota Ecclefia 
buke their brother, and if he continue obfinate to- tell the non debeat 
Church. Now the commandement for rebuking our brother "o ý * E j 
that fals into a fcandalous finne, is not reítri&ed to him that m = 
is perfonally or particularly wronged, but it is a common membris præ- 
Law of fpirituall love, Levit.19.17. Yea, faith Mt Hilderfbanz, ceptum eft. 


. dect, 


et. Nulla enim 


m Quod fi hos 
contemnat; in - 
dicetur Eccle- 
fiz.cjus pervi- 
catiae Etfi ne 
Ecclefiam au- 
dierit,monitus 
fcilicet à mul- 
tis,habeztur ab 
eis veluti eth- 
nicus & publi- 
canus, Et qux- 
cunque illi fic 
ligaverint,liga- 
ta habebuntur 
in calis, hoc 
eft, quos ita 
monitos €jece- 
rint é fuo con- 
(ortio,1i etiam 
apud patrem 


cje&i habebua- 


tur, 
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Pfal.st. Every man bath received 2 conmindemnt f 
Chrift, to inform: the governsurs of tb» Charch of fitch a pan Pi 
cannototherwife be reformed, Mattb.18.17. Tell th>Chareh. TE it 


belong to every Church member to reprove a feandalous finne 


ork his brother committeth in his sight or hearing, or to 
his — > and it hz repent not, to tell the Church,then 
icalfo belongs to every Church mzmber to eteem: him as an 
Heathen man and a Pu licanjif he heare not the Church. 


3. The next words, What fever ye bal! bind on Earth fhal be — 


bound in Hraven, being fpoken to the Apo iles, and in them to 


other Minifiers of JefusChrit, doe expound the former words , 


Let bim be unto thee, cc. to be meant not of private wi - 
ing of fellowtkip, but of a publique Church eni peri 
4. The reafon why Chri will have fuch an offender to be 
efteemed as an Heathen man and a Publicanjis nocthe offence 
and fault firt committed , but his obftinacy and contumacy in 
that offence, and his negle€ting to heare the Church. So that 
fuppofe the offence had been a private or perfonall injury ; 
yet that for which che offender is to be efteemed as an Heathen 
and a Publican,toucheth the whole Church , andis-a generall 
{candall to them all, namely his contutnacy arid not hearing 
the Church. How can it then be imagined, that Chrift would 
onely have one Church member to efteem a man as an Heathen 


andaPublican, for that which is a common general] fcandall - 


to the whole Church? m Maunfterus in his Annotations upon 
Matth.18. doth better hic the meaning, that the offender is 
to be efteemed as an Heathen man and a Publiean, by thofe 
who did before admonifh him but were defpifed , that is, by 
the Church,whofe ddmonitions being defpifed , they ought to 
caft out hin who had defpifed chem. — — 

s. And how can it be fuppofed , that Chrift would have 
one and the fame perfon to be as a Heathen man anda Pub- 
lican to one member of the Church, and yet not to be as a 
Heathen man and a Publican, but as a brother received in 
fellowíbip by the whole Church? Sure this were a repugnancy 


between the judgement of the whole Church, and the judge- ` 


ment of one member of the Church: and two things which 
b , are 
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are repugnant can not be both of them agreeable to the will 
of Chriit. | 


C H A P. TI. 


A further demon {tration that thefe words, Let him be to 
thee as an Heathen man and a Publican, are not 
meant of avoyding Civill, but Religious or Church- 


fellowfbip. 


-— 


Hope I have already made it to appeare that to draw Excom- 

munication from Matth. 18. is not to extract water out of 
flint, as Mr Prynne füppofeth : but that it commeth as liguidé 
from the Text, as water out of the fountaine. ` Wherein l am 
the more confirmed, becanfe Mr Prynnes expofition of thefe 
words, Let bim be to thee as an Heathen man and a Publican, can 
not ftand, for he takes the fence to Leno more but this, keepe 
not any civill fellowfhip or company with fuch aone. Now 
that this can not be our Saviours meaning, I prove thus. a Manyr dnd 

1. lf a private man (hall thus at his owne hand withdraw and c,;.5. ult. lee. 
feparate from an offending brother, as from an Heathen man 4e excom, Ve- 
and a Publican, 2 what order,peace,or good government can rum fi hoc pro 
there be either in Church or State? Andall the odizm cait upon p a i 
Excommunication ( as contrary to the fpirituall priviledges of m di adi: 
Chricians ) will fall more heavy upon his owne way, which tatem habeat 4 
brings any man (be he Prince, Parliament-man , Paftor, or diícedend: & 
whoever he be ) under fo much flavery to the luft of any private feperandi = - 
perfon , that he may be by that perfon (and by ten thoafand ee a 
perfons more, in cafe of fo many civil] injuries, not amended cyhreationes, 
after complaint to the Magillrate ) ef'eemed, avoyded, and a0- & difcordiz, » 
horred, as an Heathen man and a Publican. So that in the long? gravio-- 
iflue it may fall out, that any man how eminent or deferving *:5, wo E. 
foever he be in Church or State;may be looked upon asa Hea- 157, id 
then and a Publican by ten thoufand of the people, before picatione ure- 
ever he be fo judged. by any Judicature... For inftance, put cafe remus. 

: l shat. 
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that a Minifter be judicially convict to have wronged his pari- 
fhioners in the matter of {mall tythes, and they conceive him 
to perfevere in the fame injury , mutt or may each of them flee 
from him as from an Heathen anda Publican? Put cafe a whole 
company thinke themfelves wronged in pay or otherwife by 
their Captaine, or awhole Regiment by their Colonell, and 
after complaint made finde themfelves not repaired, arethey 
therefore free to avoyd all civill company with the Captaine 
or Colonell, and to flee from them,as from Heathens and 
Publicans? And what if both the Lord Major of London and 
many godly Minifters who have eate at his Table, fhould ac- 
cufe Mr. Pryzze of a calumny, becaufe of that paffage in his 
Booke, pag.12. where he faith of Anabaptifts, Separatifts, In- 
dependents , Presbyters or Divines, Neither of which make any 
confeience of not repairing to the Lord Majors, or any other publique 
City feaft , where they are fure of good fare , became they were cer- - 


. taine there to meet and eate with fome covetous or other fcandalous 


per fons,with whom St. Paul probibtes them,no not toeate ? IF] fay, 
the Lord Major fhould accufe M? Prynne for flandering him 
and his houfe with the company of fcandalous perfons: and 
if many godly confcientious Minifters fhould accufé him for 
afperfing them, as having more love to good fare, then con- 
{cience of avoyding to eate with fcandalous perfons: And if 
after fentence paft againft Mr Pryzne he fhould ftill continue 
impenitent and not confeffe his fault in this particular? Will he 
allow the Lord Major, andall the godly Minifters who have 
eaten at the Lord Majors table to avoyd Mr Prynne as an Heathen 
and a Publican? Let hm take heed whether his principles will 
lead him. | 
2. Mr Prynne faith pag. 4. that Let bim be to thee as an Heathen 
and a Publican,is interpreted by 1 Cor.5.10,11,12. 2 Theff.3.14. 
andelíewhere by Pazl.Now that place of the Corinthians which ` 
heciteth, is meant of Excommunicatiop , as fhall be proved 
in due time. And verf-12. (cited by himíelfe) makes it plaine, 
that a judicial act, nota private mans withdrawing onely,is 
meant; for that verle {peaks twice of judging, an Apoftolicall 
judgcing, and an Ecclefiaíticall judging. And the beft interpre- 
ters expound 2 Thef:3. 14. of Church cenfures. Its not the at 
| o 
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of private civill injucies which the Apoftle there fpeaks of,but 
the cafe:of publique fcandall, If any man be difobedient to the 
Apofolicall Epiftle,zote that man, onpeto3e, put a marke upon 
him, that is, let him be publiquely cenfured , Let bim be fepara- 
ted from you, faith the Syriak, and then have no company with 
him, andall this that be may be afbamed, which muft needs be 
by fome publiquecenfure or blacke mark put upon him. 

3. Let bin be to thee as an Heathen; if itbe meant of keeping 
no civil company jhe muft fhew usthat the Jews of old were and 
Chriftians under the new Teftament are forbidden to keepe 
civill company with Heathens and thofe that are without the 
Church. He goeth about to prove that the phrafe is taken from 
the practice of the Jewes in that age, pag. 4. But how doth he 
prove it ? He citeth fome places to prove that the Ifraelites 
might not marry with the Cazaaniter, but he doth not prove 
that they might not keep civill company with any of the Hea- 
thens. There was no fuch favour nor fellowíhip permitted be- 
tween the L/rselites and the Canaanites, as between the Ifrae- 
lites and other Gentiles who came among them from other 
Lands, as Toftatus noteth in Matth.26.queft.43. Thereafon 
was becaufeGod had deftinat the Canaanites to utter deftru&i- 
on, and that the whole Land of Canaan íhould be given to 
the children of Ifrael. Onely fome few by fpeciall difpenfation 
were {pared as the Gibeonites becaufe Fofoua and the Princes 
had fworne unto them, and Rabab with her kindred becaufe 
fhe faved the fpies. But fuch extraordinary cafes excepted,the 
Ifraeliter ought not to permit any of the (anaanites to live, 
nor receive them though they had been willing to be cireum- 
cifed as Toflatus there thinketh. However that great diftance 
and alienation in point of fellowfhip between the Ifraelites 
and the Cazaaziter , was not qua Heathens, but qua Canaaniter, 
otherwife the children of Ifrael had been obliged to root out 
other Nations as well as the Canaanites. Yea the Law puts an 
exprefle difference between the Nations,in fo much that fome of 
them were not to be abominate,though others were,Deut.23.7. 
Thou fbalt not abborre an Edomite , for be isthy brother: thou foalt foshuuh ji 
mot abborre an Egyptian, becanjè thou waft a ftranger in bis Land. 20. 
The very Canasnites themfel ves m by cheLaw;Dezut.20.10, 11. 7) 
ee to 
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to have fo much favour as an offer of peace, which if any of 
their Cities had accepted , that City was not to be cut off, but 
the people thereof were to be tributaries, and to ferve Ifrael, 
and fo permitted to live among then. 

The laft of his citations maketh very much againíft him, 
namely, Als 21.28,29. where the a of Afia doe accufe 
Paul for bringing Greekes into the Temple. For they bad fen 
befere with him inthe City Trophimus an Ephefian, whom they 


Suppofed that Paul bad brought into tbe Temple. Marke here Paul 


is not challenged for converfing familiarly with aGreeke, but 
onely for bringing him into the Temple; and without all 
doubt the malice of his adverfaries did catch at-every advantage 
which they could have againfthim. I cannot: but admire how 
M. Prynne could cite this place to prove that the Jewes might: 
not converfe nor keepe civill company with the Heathens, fince 
it proveth the very contrary, that the Jewes might have civill, 
but no religious fellowíhip with Heathens. And whereas he 
addeth that the -Jewes had: no dealing or converfation with 
the Samaritans, Job. 4.9. Luke 9.52553- lanfwer,the reafon 
was becaufe the Jewifh Church had excommnnicated and ana- 
thematizcd for ever the Samaritans, who being once circum- 
cifed and having received the booke of the Law, did afterward. 
binder the building of the houfe of the Lord. This Excom- 
munication of the Cuibites. or Samaritans moft folemnly per- 
formed you may finde in Pirke R. Ecclefie; cap.58. More of this 
elfewhere. Here Lonely touch it, to fhew that this alfo of the 

Samaritans makes againf him. 
4.1t is certaine that the Jewes had civill company and conver- 
fation with Heathens.For Solomonsfervants and Hirams fervants 
were both together,1 Kings 5.18.2 Chr.2.8.yea,2 Chr.2.19,186 
Solomon numbred of ftrangers or heathens in the Land of Ifrael, 
a hundred. fifty and three thoufand and {x hundred. Could 
there be fo many of them and employedalfo in the building of 
the Temple, and yee no civill company kept with them? Ne- 
bemiab in the Court-of Artaxerxes, and Daniel with his con. 
panions in the court of Nebachadmexar had civill company 
with Heathens, but religious company with them they-would 
havenone. We finde the King of Edom in fellowship with Fe- 
bofbaphas 
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bofbapbat and Feboram , 2 Kings 3. And the Merchants of Tyre 
were permitted to come into Ferzfżlem , and there to fell all 
manner of ware unto thechildren of Fauda, onely they were 
forbidden to doe it upon the Sabbath day, Nehem. 15.164202 1. 
L' Empereur de legibus Ebreorum foren{tbus pag. 180,181. put- 
teth it out of controver(ie, that in Chrifts time there were 
many Heathens in the Land of Canaan with whom the Jewes 
did converfe and dwell together ; and that Chrift found in 
thofe places where he preached both Jeives and Gentiles. Iftir 
locis inter iflos commorabantur Gentiles, qui magiftrorum placitis 
Se aftringi pafi non funt. Anda little after, Nec enim Ifraelitas ab 
alienigenarum urbibus abftinnifje, Jofephus Indicat. And that 
Jong before that time there was a mutuall converfing of Jewes 


and Gentiles, I gather from 1 Kings 20.34. Thou halt make 1) 
frreets for thee in Damafcus as my father made in Samaria,meaning py 


for trade and commerce. 

I will here anticipate a great obje&ion which may be made 
againft me, from Ads 10.28. Te know that it is an unlawfull 
thing for a mam that is a Few to keepe company or eome unto one of 
 anotber Nation. This might feem to make more for Mr Pryzze; 


expofition, then all the places cited by himfelfe. But! anfwer, ;; 
for the better underftanding of that place, firt of all obferve // 


what Drufius Queft. & rep. lib.2. queft. 67. tels us out of Elias 
in Thesbite: The Jewes had an old law againft drinking Wine 
with Gentiles or Heathens ; Lata videlicet eo tempore quo gentes 
vinum libabantin facris , the Law was made at that time when 
the Gentiles ufed a przlibation of Wine in their idolatrous 
folemnities : whereupon the wife men of the Jewes fearing 
left Heathen men fhould give to Jewes that Wine which had 
been dedicated to Idols did forbid the Jewes to drinke Wine 


with Heathens: which (as other Statutes. of their wife men ) j, 


the Jewes did religiofé religioufly obferve. Marke we hence, 
1. It was not a generall received cuftome among the Jewes, 
in no cafe to eate or drinke with Heathens; elíe it had been 
unneceffary and fupervacaneous to forbid the drinking of Wine 
with Heathens , exceptio affirmat regulam in nom exceptis. 2. lt 
was for a religious and confciencious reafon , propter periculum 
idololatrie , for feare of pertaking with Idolatry, and not for 
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civill refpe&s , that they were forbidden to drinke Wine with: 
the Gentiles. The famel fay of their fhunning to eate with 
them, for the Heathens ufed alfo a dedicating of their meats to 

Idols, 1 Cor.10.27. 

Secondly ,. obferve Peter addeth immediately: bt God hath 
fhewed me that I fbould mot call any man common or uncleane : 
meaning, fo as not to keepe company with him becaufe of his 
Gentilifme or uncircumcifion , or becaufe of his eating of 
meats which wereuncleane by the ceremoniall Law, as Luda- 
views de Dieu doth rightly give the meaning, underftanding, 
not morall, but onely ceremoniall uncleanneffe to be there 
{poken of; for many men under the Cofpell are (ill to be loo- 
ked upon and avoyded as morally uncleane. But God had 
taught Peter by abrogating the ceremoniall differences of meats 
in the vifion, that the ceremonial] Law which was tlie partition 
wall between Jewes and Gentiles, was now to be taken away: 
fo that the Gentiles fhould be no longer called dogs, as Mattb. 


15.26. neither were the Difciples to be forbidden any longer . 
to goe into the way of the Gentiles, Matth.10.5. Henceforth : 


no man fhould be called holy becaufe of his circumcifion, no 
man uncleane becaufe of his uncircumcifion. 

Thisbeing the meaning, it followeth that the unlawfulneffe 
ofeating and companying with an Heathen mentioned AG. 10. 
28. mufít'notbe fo underítood, as if barecivill fellowfhip had 
been unlawfull; but ic muft be underftood, firft,in reference to 
the morall Law , that is for avoiding the danger of Idolatry in 
eating or drinking that which Idolatrous Heathens had facri- 
ficed to Idolls, as hath been juft now cleared. Secondly, in 
reference to the Ceremonial] Law, or of fuch fellowfhip as was 


- contrary to the ccremoniall Law, in eating together with 


Heatheus of meats legally unclean, fuch as were reprefented to 
Peterin the vifion, and’ he commanded to eate what was for- 
merly unclean to him. Otherwife when the Gentiles did not 
eat any thing which the Jewes were forbidden to ‘eat, it was 
lawfull for the Jewes to eat with the Gentiles faith Toftatus in 
2.Paral. 6. Queft. 21. So likewife Grotius de Iure Belli ac pa- 
eit lib. 2. eap. 15. Set. 9. where he referreth the Jewes their 
noteating withthe Heathens, to the Law of meats or the pec 


liaris 
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liaris vitas which was prefcribed tothe Jewes. But otherwife 
the Law did not make it. unlawfull-for them to eat with any of 
another Nation: which he thinks is proved by Chrifts own ex- 
ample who took a drink of water from the woman of Samaria, 
being yet mot obfervant of the Law. That the unlawfulneffe 
ef eating with the Heathens was underitood in reference to the 
ceremonial! Law,I prove,from Gal.2.12.14.Peter having before 
eaten with the Gentiles, to avoid the feandall of fome Jewes 
that came from Fames, did withdraw and feparate hinfelf 
from the believing Gentiles: What ? to keep no more any ci- 
vill company with them. I hope no man will imagine that: 

But the Text expounds it felfe verf. 14. Tf'tbeubeing a Lew, liveft 

after tbe manner of the Gentiles, and not as doe the Iewes, why com- 

pelleft thou the Gentiles to live as doe the Tewes ? This was Peters 

fault, that having formerly lived as the Gentiles, that is, eating 

with them all forts of meats freely, thinking himfelf liberate 

from the Yoke of the ceremoniall Law, afterward he withdrew 

and feparated himfelf from that manner of fellowfhip with the 

Gentiles, and bound up himíelfe to live as doe the Jewes, and 
to obferve the di(tin&ion of meats according to the Law. And 

info doing, whiles he avoided the fcandall of the Jewes, he 

gave a greater fcandall to the Gentiles in compelling them by 

the authority of his-example to Judaize, and to thinke the ce- 

remoniall Law neceflary. 

Thirdly, The forefaid place A&. 10. isto be. underftoad of 
fuch fellowfhip as was not meerely civill, but religious and fa- 
cred : as may appear, 1. by the expofition formerly given of 
thefe words, Godbath fhemed me that F [bould not eal any man 


common or uxclean. 2. bythe invitation of the men that were: 


fent from Cornelius to Peter who did not call him to civill but to 
facred fellowfhip A&. 10. 22. And they faid, Cornelius the Con- 
turin, a juft man and one that feareib God, and of good report among 
all the Nation of the Fewes, wes-warned from God by an holy Angell, 
to fend for thee into bis boue. andto beare words of tbe. 3 . Peter calls 
in the men and lodgeth them; that beinga civill fellowfhip, he 
doth it freely, v. 23: but when he comes to Cornelius and thofe 
that wereaffembled with him, to heare words from Peter, here 


was the cafe, of confcience,. and here Peter beginneth to apolo-- 
Leeg. gize: 
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gizev.28. ye knew how that it ts an unlawfull thing, &e. The 
Syriak hath icthus, ye know thatit is not lawfull for a man that is 
a Few to joyn himfelfunto a man thats a flranger, who is mot a fonne 
of bis generation : as it were intimating a religious and Church 
fellowfhip. 4. That which gave offence to them of the cir- 
cumciíion at Lers(2lem, was, that they heard Peter had fo gone 
in to men uncircumcifed, chat they had alfo received the word 
of God from him.A4G. 11.1.8. And as foone as they were fa- 
tished in that point, that God had given unto the Gentiles re- 
pentance unto life verf: 18. they held their Peace, and made no 
further {cruple concerning eating with them. 

I hope I have fufficiently anfwered the ftrongeft objection 
which can be made againft that which I did begin to prove, 
namely,thatthe Jewes might and did keep civill company and 
fellowíhip with Heathens. Which that I may now further con- 
firme, let it be obferved with Schindlertw in lexic. pentazl» p. 297. 


that there were two forts of Profelytes among the Jewes. Some 


that were circumcifed and received the Law of Mofes; and füch 
aone was even asa Jew, and was called Profélytus juftitie or fz- 
deris, arighteous or a true Profelyte , ora Profelyte of the 
Covenant. Others, that did onely renounce Idolatry and keep 
the feven precepts given to the fonnes of Noah, not being cir- 
cumcifed nor keeping the Law of Mofèis, were permitted to 
dwell with the Jewes, and therefore füch a one was called Pro- 
felytus porte or Profelytus incola, aProfelyte of the Gate, ora 
Profelyte indweller , who dwelt within their Gates. See for 
the famething L’ Empereur de legibus Ebreornm forenfibus pag.72 
Buxtorf lexic. Rabbin.p. 408. 409. Grotius de Iure belli ac pacis 
lib.x.cap. «Setf. 16. Henr. Vorftivs obferv. ad chrono. R. Ganz. 
pag. 279. Georgius Geuzit in annot. ad Maimon. canon. Ethic. p. 
91.92. To the fame purpofe, Mafter Ainfworth annot. in Gen. 9. 
4. and on Exod. 12. 45. and on Levit, 22. 10. hath noted out 
of the Hebrew writers: that fuch of the Heathens as did obferve 
the feven precepts given to the Sonnes of Nozh, though they 
were not circumcifed, neither did obferve the Ordinances of 
the ceremonial] Law, nor were admitted to the holy things 
ofthe Children of Ifrael, yet they were permitted te cohabit 
and converíe with the people of God in the holy Land. o 
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that it was fo, may be proved from Levit. 25. 6. 45. 47.( where 
the Chaldee hath az uzcireumcifed indweller) Deut. 14.21. yea, 
fucha one might dwell in the Priefis houfe Lev. 22. 10. The 
Jewes receive no Profelyte now except one that undertakes to 
keep the whole Law to the leaf jote,as Do&or Buxtorf informes 
usin the place laft cited: and fo they are a great deale more 
ftri& in reference to the Gentiles then the Antient Jewes were. 
Notwithftanding they doe without fcruple familiarly converfe 
and keep company with Gentiles who keep not the lalt of the 
feven precepts which bind (as they think) all the Sonnes of 


Noah, namely that concerning the not eating of blood. How 


much more may we fuppofe that the Antient Jewes did keep 
civill company and fellowfhip with fuch Gentiles as did obíerve 
all thefe feven precepts? And this comparifon the Jewes have 
made between themfelves and the Gentiles in reference to the 
Law of Mofes. t is our inheritance, not theirs : as for them, let them 
obferve the feven precepts. Exc. Gem. Sanhedrin. cap. 7. Sekt. 6. So 
that the Jewes were not {candalized at the Gentiles their not 
obferving of the whole Law of Mofe:noc being circumcifed, &c. 
but at their not keeping of thofe feven precepts, which were alfo 
apart of the Law of fs. This to me appeareth to bea chief 
reafon(if not the reafon) why the Synod of the Apoftles & El- 


~ 


ders at Lerufz. did impofe upon the Churches of the Gentiles no - 


other burthen of Jewifh rites & Ceremonies,but to abftain from: 
blood & things ftrangled:they did not impofe circumcifion,nor 
holy dayes, nor the like: becaufe thatwhich was intended was, 
to draw together the beleevers of the Jewes &the beleevers of she 


Gentiles into a familiar converfation, that they might live to- 


gether and éat together without fcandall: and this coald not 


be, except the beleiving Gentiles fhould obferve the feven pre-- 


cepts which were given not onely to the pofterity of Abrabam, 
but to the po(terity of Nozb; of which precepts one did forbid 
the eating of blood Gez. 9. 4. (and under that is comprehended 
alfo the eating of things ftrangled) Now there was no doubt of 
thebeleiving Gentiles their obfervidy of the other {ix precepts 
which the Hebrewes fay were obferved from Adam to Noah : the 
firk againft Idolatry, 2. againit blafphemy, 3. againtt (aedding 
of blood;.4. againft uncleanneffe &r unlawfull copnlations, 


s. againt 


)) 
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5» againft Rapine or Robbery, 6. for executing judgement and 
infii&ing punifhment upon malefa&ors. All the queftion was 
ofthe feventh and laft againtt eating ofblood, which the be- 
leiving Gentiles ( though they knew it tobe older then the ce- 
remoniall Law or circumcifion it telf, and to belong to all the 
pofterity of Noah, yet) knew to be temporary and not perpetu- 
all, and fo at the abrogation of the other ceremonies, and pro- 
pagation of the Gofpell to the Gentiles, thought themfelves 
freefromthat, as well as other Ceremonies. On theotherpart, 
it was a principle among the Jewes, that they ought not to 
converfe familiarly with any of theGentiles, except ftich as ob- 


. ferve the feven precepts given to the Sonnes of Nosh. Wherefore — 


fl 
Zi 


the Synod of the Apoftles and Elders thought good that the 
beleiving Gentiles fhould fo farre condefcend to the weakneffe 
of the Jewes (not fully inftru&ed concerning Chriftian liberty, 
and the abrogation of the old ceremonies ) asto obferve fora 
time that precept againft eating blood, as well as the other pre- 
cepts given to theSonnes of Noab ; to the intent that the Jewes 
andGentiles might Peaceably and familiarly cohabite and con- 
verfe together: for though the Gentiles did not obferve the 
other ordinances and ceremonies of the Jewes: yet obferving 
thofe feven precepts, they were free to.converfe familiarly with 
the Jewes. Schindlerws in his Lexicen pentagl. pag. 298.land 
pag. 1530 feemeth to have had the fame notion du he faith che 
Apoftles and Elders would not impofe circumcifion and the 
keeping of the Law of Mofes, but they impofed fome things 
notunlike to the precepts given to the Sonnes of Noah. I returne 
to that diftin&ion of the two forts of Profelytes. The one had 
the name of Ger tzedek a Profelyte of righteoufnefle, and Ger 
beritb, a Profelyte of the Covenant. The other was called 
Ger tofcbav, a Profelyteindweller and Ger fcbagnar, a Profelyte 
oftheGate, gui intra portas, inter Judeos fcilicet habitabat, who 
dwelt within the Gates,to wit among tbc Iewes faith Matthias Mar- 
siniws in Lexic. philol. pag. 2922. This Profelyte indweller was . 
not called nor efteemed as one of the Tewes, being no Church; 
Member, nor admitted co any religiousor Church Commnnion 
with the Jewes, but he was ftill efteemed and reckoned as one: 
ofthe uncircumcifed Gentiles. Yet the lewes did keep civill 
company 
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company and fellowlhip with fuch aone, as with a neighbour 
and a inhabitant of the fameCity, or Land. | I 
And if the Jewes had not been freeto keep civill company 
with Heathens or Infidells, yet Chriftians areexpreffely allowed 
. todo fo. 1 Cor. 10. 27. Ifany of them that beleeve not, bid yau to 
aFeaft, audye be difpofed to go, whatfiever ts [et before you, eat, 
asking no quefiion fir confeience fake; and ‘Ch.5.10.11.12.the A- 
polile permitteth Chridians to company and eat with Fornica- 
tors,Covetous, Extortioners, or Idolaters, who are no Church- 
Members, but by no meants with (candalous Brethren. I doe Y 
not difpute whether any more liberty ofthis kind is granted to 
Chrifiiins, then peradventure was granted tothe Jewes. Yet] 
am fire a great meafure of the liberty of civill fellowíhip with 
Heathens was granted to the Jewes alío. 

It muft needs follow from that which hath been faid, that, 
Let him te unto theeas an Heathen man and a Publican, isnota 
cating out from mere civill fellowfhip and company, but from 
religious and Church-fellowfhip. This agreeth well with ‘hac 
paflage in Jofephus contra Appionem lib. 2. Whoever ( of the Gen- 
tiles) are willing to come and live under our Law, it doth freely re- 
ceive them, efleeming Communion to canft ft not onely in origination’ 

"or defcent, but alfo in chayceof life. But as for tbofe (of the Gen- 
tiles) who come occaftonally among us, our Law doth not admit them 
into ar folenane or facred Affemblies, but it appointeth to communi- 
cateunto then all fuch things as they need, as fire, water. meat, alfo 
to few them the way, and to let none of them be unburied. (So like- 
wife Publicans noted for inipiety and injufiice were permitted 
to be City Members, but not owned for Church-Members) Gro- 
iius de fure Belli ac pacis. lib. 2. c. 15. Se&t. 9. holds that it was 
lawfull forthe Jewes, not onely to have company and com- 
erce With Heathens, but to doe them good and to enterin 
League and Covenant with them, fuch onely excepted as the 
-Law did accurfe, namely the feven Nations in Canaan, the 
Amalekiter, Ammonitesand Moabites. He brings among other 
things the example of the Afimonitess who as they were them- 
felves skilled in the Law, fo with the approbation both of 
Priefts and People,- they made a Covenant with the Lacedemo- yy 
tian; and Romanes: yea publikely prayed for them. Learned 
Ba: i Ar Mater 
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Matter Selden de Iure nat. & Gent. lib. 2.c. 3 doth not onely con- 


firme what hath been faid before of the Profeljti Domicilii, Hea- 
thens not circumcifed nor keeping the Law of Mofes, butob- 
ferving thefeven precepts givento the Sonnes of Noab, and 
that fuch were permitted to dwell together with the Children 
of Ifrael; but he further tells us out of Maimonides that though 
when the Jewifh Republike did flourifhand when they were fui 
Iuris, no itrangers were permitted to dwell among them except 
fuch as did renounce Idolatry and keep the feven precepts, yet 
after the captivity and under the Romans, the Jewes did allow 
tothemfelves a common commerce and civill converling even: 
with fuch Gentiles, as had not renounced the Pagan or Idola- 
trous worfhip;& as for fuch of the Gentiles,as the Jewes did ob- 
{erve to be good men whom they called ex piis è Gentibus mundi, , 
fuch as Cornelius the Centurion, to whom the Jewes them- 
{elves gave a good teftimony of thefe he faith that though they 
were not formally admitted and received as Profelyte indwellers 
were wont to be (that formall reception of Profelyti Domicilit 
having ceafedin thofe later times) yet he puts it out of doubt 
thatthe Jewes were willing that fuch Gentiles fhould dwell 
among them. mc 

Adde hereunto that which Gul. Vorftius annot. in Maimon. de 
fundam.legis cap. 5. Se&.9. obferveth out of Beth Fofeph de Ido- 
lolat. and out of abodz zara, that a Heathen man was permitted: 
tobePhifitianto aJew, provided that he fhould not entice 
him to Idolatry: and that a Jew alfo was permitted to be Phy- 
fitian to a Gentile, for which purpofe they alledged the exam- 
pleof Mofes who  (astheir Traditiontold them) did pra&tice 
medicine in Egypt. 

Furthermore when Matter Pryzne underftands nothing by 
thofe words Let bim be unto thee as an Heathen man and a Publi- 
cen, but avoid civill fellowíhip and keep no familiar company 
with him, and expounds italfo by x Cor. 5. 11. with fach a one 
zot to eat (which he fill conceives to be onely meant of avoiding 
civill fellowfhip.) andby 2. Is. 10. receive bim not into thy bowfe. 
He is twice out , both becaufethe Jewes did keep civill company 
with Heathens which hath been proved: and alfobecaufe (if 
we beleive the Jewifh writters concerning the cuftomes of their 

Nation) 
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Nation) the Rabbies or wife men among them did not keep 
familiar fellowfhip nor eivill company with the Plebeians of the 
Jewes themfelves : they were forbidden to eat and drink with 
oramong the Plebeians.A4aimen de fundam. legis cap. 5. Se&.13. 
neither might they converfe in the paths nor come into the 
houfes ofthe Plebeians.Ib;g. Se. 14. Gul. Vorftius in his annot. 
P312. 73« addeth apaffage in Mifaa that a wife man might nei- 
ther lodge witha Plebeian nor receive a Plebeian to lodge with 
him. Nevertheleífe a wife man was permitted to converfe not 
onely civilly but frequently with an Heathen man, for which 
fee Matter Selden de Ture nat. & Gent. lib. 6. cap. 10. quoniam ni- 
bil mali ex Gentilium confuetudine viro [cientiori imminere cenfe~ 
bant. Sothatin Matter Prynwes fence, all the Plebeians of che 


Jewes themíelves were as Heathens and Publicans, or civilly 


excommunicated by their wife men. 

Wherefore we muf needs diftinguifh a two fold communion 
or fellowíhip among the Jewes, onecivill, another Ecclefiafti- 
call ; It was the fhutting out from the Eccleftaiticall communi- 
on ofthe Jewes, which Chrift alludes to Mat. 18. for befide 
the diftin& notions of the Jewifh Church and the Jew State (of 
which before) If. Abrabanel de capitc fidei cap. 6. {peaking of 
certaine fundamentall Articles which the Jewifh Church did 
beleive, faith, they were intended to be Articles of Indaifine, fo 
that be that fbould beleive tbefé (bold be in the communion of Ffrael : 
and fb.c2p.3. {peaking of an Article concerning the coming 
of the Meffiah,he moves a doubt about it, becaufe Rabb; Hil- 
lell who denieth it, was not excluded from the communion of the 
L iw, for the Gemara gives him the Title of Rabbi. When 
he comes to the {olution of this doubt cap. 14. hecleares Rabbi 
Hillell, as not denying that Article. But all this intimateth 
that for herefy there was a fhutting out from Ecclefiafticall 
communion : Or that an hercticall apoftat Jew was unto 
themas an Heathen man; and therefore they were permit- 
‘ted to take ufury as from firangers or Heathens, fo 
froman apoftat Jew, quia fratris nomen exuerat faith Matter 
Selden de Iure nat. & Gent. lib.6 c. yo In Tzemach David edit.Hen. 
Vorft. pag. 67. it is faid that the chief of the Hereticks were 


Zzadok_and Baythos, who denying rewards and punifhments 
Frf 2 | after 
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after this life,exiverunt e communione vel cetu T fraelis ) they Went 
out from the Ecclefiatticall communion of Ifrael. 

This is good reafon to fay of afonne of Ifrael, if hebea 
fonne of Belial, let him beto theeas an Heathen, that is, e- 
ficeme him as prophaneyend as loft as an Heathen: have no more 
Church communion with him then wich an Heathen And by 
this time I fuppofe it doth fully appeare tothe intelligent Rea- 
derthat fome uncircumcifed Heathens were admitted in to the 
civil fellowf:ip,and feme Ifraelites continued not in the Eccle- 
üanicall fellowthio ofihe Jews: which overtarneth the whole 
lirength of Mr Pryznes anfw:r to our argument from Ad zb. 
18 But onee more, (for | have thought good to iniit the longer 
upon this point, becau'e much dependeth upon it.) Let him be to 
thee as an Heathen, doth forbid Eccle/ia'ticall communion, not 
civil] company except fecondarily & as a confequent of Excom- 
munication, & for fpirituall vefpe&ts and ends (as I fhall thew a- 
non)batitis not meant of ao^ atning from meere civil company 
& fellowlhip:becante the Jews were permitted to keep civil con: 
pany and fellowíbip wich Heathens, cven any civill company 
&hicn did notencraach upon Religion, or had appearance o£ 
an enfnacement into Idolatry, and in that refpe& (as partici- 
nating of Religious fellowflip) became unlawfull. This is 
the point Ihave been proving, and which I will yet further 
prove out of Maimsnides de 14,lilotris cap 9. That one Chapter 
is futhcient to decid: the prefent quetion Thus it begins. 
Three daies before the feafts Cor bolydaies ) of Heathens that »orfbip 
Idolr, we are forbidden to buy from them , or to fell unto then any. 
durable thing; to take er give any ibing in lend y to take or make 
payment of that which was given in knd upon writ, or pledge; but 
what was given in lend upsa words onely , it 28 lawfull to exi ; 
becanfe this femeth to Le taker out of their bands. It is alfo lawfull 


to fell unto tbe , that which can not laft, 2s green herbs or any thing 
Odden; and that ever until’ their baly day. You fce it was lawful] 
among the jewes to buy and fell 5 borrow and lend > to make 
contra&s , with Heathens, yea with Idolatrous Heathens; onely 
in fome (not in all) things there was a reftraintupon them, 
and that but three daies before theHedthen feftivicies. Then. 
follows SsG.2 "This bath place in the land of the Ifraclites:but in the 
- otbers 
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oiher lands , it is mot forbidden except spon their boly day. If any 
man tranfgreffe , by having trade or commerce with them, during 
ibat (pace of three dies , it is lawful! (though) to ufè tbe ware: but 
if any man trade with them upon their bolyday , ibe things are furs 
bidden tobe ufed. Itisunlarwfull alfoto fend a gift to an Heathen 
man upon bis holy diy: unlle it be own tb bo duh aot profefe 
tbe warfbip of Idols, neither fereetb them. Bis if fone Hs ben mam 
upon bis Holyday fend a gift to an Ifraelite , let bins not take it from 
bim y unleffe it be fufpeted that be will Le offended. Neverthelefse 
be (ball not fe at, untill it be known that the Heathen min dah not 
worlpip Idols nor esteem them to be Gods. Obferve 1. that the 
things mentioned in the firt Section, though unlawfull to the 
lewes in their own Land, three daies before the Heathznifhi 
feñivities, yet they held them not unlawfull in other Lands. 
2. They held it law ll fora Jew to fend a gift to an Heathen 


man, orca receive a gift from him, © that it were not upon 
the Reatheniihtetiivicy. 3. Yea infome cafes it was permitted 
toa fewrofendagift to an Heathen man, upon the very Hea- 
then feitivity, (to wit, ifhe knew that Heathen man to bere 
worihipper of Idols) as likewile to receivea giit from him 
(though upon the holy day for aveyding of offence. 
© Seét.4. reckoneth among the Heatheniíh feitivicies a day fet 
apart by them for coronation of a King, or in memory of a 
mans nativity, deliverance out of danger,or the like. Then it 
is added Sett.5. But with ibofe Idolaters who (pend that dry in 
mirth and gladnef[2, eating and drinking , and obfirve that diy 
whether for cuftome or for the Kings bonour , neverthele ff: bold it nat 
for a boly day , it is lawfull to have commerce and trade. When 
converling with Heathens did not entrench upon Religion, 
they could doe it without ícruple, even upon the Heathens 
good daies or folemnities of joy. Then Sect.8. If I fraclites dwell 
among Heathens with whom they have m ide a Covenant , itis law- 
fuli to fell armes to the Kings fervants audto bis military farcesstre. 
Tris unlawfull io enter into a Town in which Idolatry is pratticed: 
itis lawfull to come out of it. But if the Idol! be veitbost the Town,it 
is alfo lawfull to enter iñ it. Ifthe Tewes might dwell among and 
enter into league and covenant with Heathens, yea'enter 
into the Townes of Idolaters, when the tdoll was not in 
Town, 


hee] 
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"Town, then they held ic not unlawfull to have any civil] 
company with Heathens. It follows Sec. v1. It is lavfull to goe 
to the markets or faires of Heathens, and to buy from them beafts, 
men-fervants, maid-fervants, though they be yet Heathens: alfo bon- 

fes, fields, vineyards. Alfo for writing (contracts ) it is permitted to 

_ goe to their judiciall courts. 

Ific be objected that Sect.12. doth forbid an Ifraelite to come 
to the banquet of a Heathen, which he hath made for his fonne 
or for his daughters! anfwer from that very place. For left this 
fhould be taken fora prohibition of civill fellowfhip, Maing 
nides did adde thefe words. Now this intervall is appointed for 


+ Idolatry: for itis faid, and one call thee, and thou eate cf bis Sacri- 


fice, and thou take of their daughters unto thy fonnes , and they gce a 


_ whoring after their Gods: citing Exod.3 4.15,16. 


From all which I conclude , that Chrifts words, relating to 
the Jewifh cu(tome, Let bim be to thee as a Heathen man,cannot 
be meant (as Mr Prynme would have them ) of avoyding meere 
civill company and fellowthip ; for as muchas it was hot held 
unlawfull among the Jewesto have civill company and com- 


j merce with Heathens. Sure the Jewes of our age are farre from 
į; holding fuch a thing unlawfull. 


Yea fo farre ]amunfatisfied with Mr Prynnes interpretation, 
that I verily believe ( and fo doe fome others ) a part of the 
intendment of thefe words, Let bim be tothee as an Heathen man 
and a Publican, isto hold forth thelawfulneffe, yea the ob- 
ligation of performing all natural] (and in diverfe cafes morall) 
duties to a perfon Excommunicated : I meane that the Text 
doth intimate thus much. As upon the one hand the contu- 
macious offender who will not heare the Church , is to be ud 
no better than an Heathen or a prophane Publican’, and is not 
to be admitted to any Ordinance, except {uch as Heathens and 
prophane Publicans are and may be admitted unto ; So upon 
the other hand, let him have no worfe ufage and entertain- 
ment, then thofe very Heathens and Publicans, unto whom 
ail naturall and fome morall duties are performed, notwith- 

. ftanding they be Heathens and Publicans. For the Apofile com- 
mandeth Chriftians to be fubjec&t even to Heathen Magiftrates, 
fervants to honour and be fubje& co heathen and ungodly 

Matters, 


$ 


— 
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Matters, the wife not to depart from the husband becaufe he 
believeth not. So that this rule of Chrift, A@atth.18.17. is fo- 
full and perfect, as to teach us, as well what fellowthip is law- 
full with fuch a one , as what fellowfhip is not lawfull to be 
kept with him. 1 doe not deny but that (according to the or- 
dinary rule ) fellowíhip with an excommunicate perfon in 
meat, drinke, familiarity, and falutations, is unlawfull, as well 
as in the Sacrament and prayer, according to the received 
rule : 
Si pro delittis, anathema quis efficiatur 5 J) 
Os, orare, vale, communio, menfa negatur. ) 
And the Scripture forbidding to eate with facha one, or to 
have company with him, orto bid him God {peed, will reach 
as farre. Nevertheleffe there are divers excepted or referved 
cafes in which the performance of naturall duties unto and 
keeping of civill company with an excommunicate perfon is 
allowed. The exception made from the rule is this: —— 
Hee anathema quidem faciunt, ne poffit obeffe : J) 
Utile,lex,bumile, res ignorata, neceffe. - 
Utile, as when a man feeketh payment of debt from an excom-- 
municate perfon. Lex, becaufe the law alloweth husband and 
wife to company together, though the one of them be excom- - 
municate. Humile, becaufe children may and ought to doe the 
duties of children,and fervants the duty of fervants,and fübje&s 
the duty of fubjects,anc vaffals the duty of vaffals;and fouldiers 
the duty of fouldiers, in companying with fubmitting unto , 
honouring and obeying of their excommunicated Parents, Ma- 
fters, Kings, Lords, Commanders. Res zgnorata, when he that . 
companieth with an excommunicate perfon, doth not know 
that he is excommunicate. Neceffe, as-when a man paffeth 
through the Land or is under the power of excommunicate 
erfons, orfome {uch way is drawn into a neceflity of fpea- 
Á and companying with them. All which is moft agreeable 
to this expreffion , Let bim be unto thee as an Heathen man and a 
Publican, and to the nature of Excommunication , which. 
doth not breake afünder naturall'or morall, but fpiritualland 
ecclefiafticall bonds. If it be asked why then are we forbidden 
tocate with an excommunieate perfon, or to bid Bin o 
peecs.. 
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. fpced; lanfwer, thefe things are not forbidden but under a | 
fpirituall notion and for a fpirituall end, that the offender 
may be aftamed and humbled, that others may not be deccived 
by countenancing of him er companying with him,and tha: 
our eating with him or faluting of him may not be interpreted 
asa conniving at, or complying with his finnes,or as a figne of 
Chri.iian fellowibip with a feandalous perfon formerly called a 
brother; finally chat God may be the more glorified , wicked- 
nelfe the more afhamed , others the more edified, thefinner the 
more abafed, our felves the better kept from fnares by avoy- 
ding of all appearance of evill. Otherwife fetting afide thele 
aud {uch like {pirituall confiderations and refpects , I doe aver 
that Excommunication hath nothing to doe with the avoy- 
ding of civill company qea civillthac is under a civill or poli- 
ticalln otion. "Wc 

Thus we have the negative part of the rule of Chrift. Now 
to the pofitive part. What is it to be as az Heathen and a Pub- 
lican ? Hemui not be worfe ufed in naturallor civilbsthings, 
yct hemut beufed in the fame manner as an Heathen and a Pub- 
lican,in fpirituall things. 

Wheretore, Let bim be as an Heathen man , implieth foure 
things: 

1. I have proved that Heathens were not permitted to come 
into the utter Court of the Temple, which the children of 
Ifrael did come into, onely they might come and worfhip in 
the Luteraiteale or atrium Gentium; and when they were at any 
timebrought into the Temple , its challenged both by God; 
Ezek 427,9. and by the peopleoft the Jews, Acts 21.28. 

2. Hesthens,though fojourning among the children of Ifrael, 
and dwelling within their gates might not eate of the Paífeover 
Exod.12.43,45- where the civill fellowthip was allowed, par- 
taking of the Pafleover was forbidden. | 

3.No Heathen man, no not he that was in the Priets houfe, 
might cate of an offering of the holy things, Levit.22.10,13. + 

4. A Sacrifice was not accepted from the hand of an Heathen 
Lcr.22.25. thofe chat came from a farre Countrey to pray 
and worihip before the Temple, if they had brought out of 
their owne Countrcy ; or had bought in the Laud of Ifrael, 

Beafís,. 
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beafis, or Bread, or Oyle, or Frankincence, or the like, and 
brought any of thefe for an Oblation, it was not accepted from 
their hand as Toffatus in 2. paral. 6. queft.21-. rightly obferveth. 
Onely he colle&teth from Ezra 6.8,10. that an Heathen might 
ive to the Priefts money or expences to buy Sacrifices , and to 
offer them in the Temple. 
- - Fiftly, and generally,the Heathens had no part or portion 
with Gods people, Nebem.2.20. they were not within but with- 
out the Church , being aliens from the Common-wealth of Ifrael, 
and firangers frons the covenants of premife, baving no hope, and 
without God in the world, Epbef:2.12. So that, Let bim be as an 
Heathen muk reach thus farre, Let him no more partake in the 
Ordinances then an Heathen , have no more Church-commu- 


nion with him then with an Heathen, let him be no more ac« 


knowledged for a Church member than an Heathen.'And good 
reafon; he hath made himfelfe as an Heathen, yea worfe than 
an Heathen, Rom.2.25. If thou be a breaker of theLaw, thy cir- 
cumcifion is made uncircumcifion. Yea a {candalous and pro- 
^ phane Church member is worfe then am Infidell, 1 Tim.5.8. 
1 Cor. S.T. | | 
This fivefold reftraint of Heathens from the Temple, from 
the Paffeover, from eating of an Offering, from bringing an 
Oblation unto theLord, and generally from all Church fel- 
lowfhip, did lie even upon thofe Heathens who did cohabit 
and familiarly converfe with the children of Ifrael, who are 
called profelyt domicilii : and no Heathen man was freeof fuch 
reftraint, except profelytz juftitie, who were circumcifed and 
made members of the Jewiíh Church, and had the name of 
eWes. — | 
Finally Let bim be unto thee as an Heathen man , may have a 
‘Commentary from 1 Sam:26.19. where David curíerh his ene- 
mies before the Lord, becaufe they had made him as an Hea- 
then man : they have driven me out this day from abiding in the 
inheritance of the Lord, faying, Goe ferve other Gods.--He did not 


b 


reckon his banifhment,want of civill liberties, cutting off fronr 
the civill fellowfhip and company of the children of. Ifrael ; in’ 


comparifon of that which was farré worfe to him , and a great 
‘deale heavier to be borne, namely, that he was rejected and re- 
Ar Ggg pudiate 
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pudiate from fpirituall fellowfhip with Gods. people, from 
partaking in the holy Ordinances , from comming to the San- 
Guary, from the Church priviledges, that his perfecution 
was materially and fubftantially an Exconimunication , and 
qua Excommunication it was more grievous to him then qua 
perfecution. 

I fuppofe it now appeares that Let him be to thee as an Heathen 
man, isa cen not from civill, but from facred fellow- 
fhip. The other branch, Let bim be to tbee as a Publican, Ihave 
betore faidenough of it. This onely I adde. There were among 
the Jewes two forts of Publicans: fome were good and juít 
men, exacting no more then what was appointed them; others 
were unjuft and extortioners, and thereby made infamous. The 
former fort the Hebrews have profeffed they were willing to 
convecfe civilly withall, as members of the fame Common- 
wealth. See L^ Empereur de legibus Ebreorum foren fibus, pag.272. 
But when Chrift faith, Let him be to thee as a Publican, he means 
the impious and unjuft Publican onely, asthe fame learned 
Antiquary there faith. And fo when our Saviourbids us e- 
fteem fuch a one not onely as an Heathen man , but as.a Publi- 
can,he means that he is not only to be denied fellowfhip in the 
holy things, but further madeinfamous among the people; for 
the name Publiczn is ufed to fignifiethe work of men, AZatth.5. 
46547. and in the Gofpell it is faid, Pablieans and Sinners, Pub- 
licans and Harlots, as was noted before. So Hierome upon 
Matib.18.17. underftands the name of Publicans fecundum Tro- 
pologiam , for fuch as are given to unlawfull gaines , deceits, 
thefts, perjuries,and fuch like abominable wickednefies. Where- 
fore we muft not thinke that for eivill refpe&s of Tax-gathe- 
ring or the likethe Jewes refufed to keepe civill company or 
fellowíhip with the Publicans. For we read in Exc. Gem. San- 
hedvin cap.3. fect. 3. thatthough he that wasa fhepheard , as 
fuch, was unfit to be a witneffe, yet he that was (imply a Pub- 
lican (that is, as F. Coch. faith in his Annotation , a Publican 
who is not convi& of exating more then is appointed .by 
Law ) or aPablican as aPublican is not forbidden to bewit- 
neffe. Where it is alfo added, that the father of R: Sira had the 
office of a. Publican thirteen yeeres. Hence we feethat r Pub- 
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lican were hea Jew or Gentile, provided he were a juft Pub- 
lican , his teftimony had faith and creditin Judgement; How 
then can it be fuppofed that the Jewes did not fo much as keep 
any civill company with {fucha one? We mut therefore under- 
ftand that the Jewes refufed to have any fellowíhip with the 
impious and unju(t Publicans, as with Church members, and 
this the Jewes did becaufe of their {candalous ungodlineffe and. 
unrighteounfnefle. j 
Wherefore to be efteemed as a Publican was eiteemed among 
the Jewes , comprehendeth thefe three things. 1. To be eftee- 
med as the worft of men, impious, abominable, execrable, in- 


famous, andas it were pablici odii viGime, for fo were the )). 


Publicans efteemed among the Jewes. Dr Buxtorf-Jexic. Cbald. 
Talm. & Kabbim. pag. 1063. tels us that where án Senbedriz 
fol.44.2. itis faid of a certaine Publican, the Gloffe expounds 
it thus,Of a certaine wicked man. 2. Notto hold or keep with 
{uch a one, the religious Chriftian fellowíhip , which we keep 
with Church members; yea, aud (for religious ends, and in 
fpirituall refpeGs, as was faid before) not to keep with fuch a 
one, fo much as that civill fellowíhip which we are permitted 
to keep with Pagans and unbelievers, with whom when bid- 
den to a feat, we may goe and eate together as the Apoftle ex- 
prefly refolveth , but with him that is called a brother when 
{candalous and obftinate, (and therefore jufily made as a Pub- 
lican ) we may not fo much as eate, as the fame Apoftle teach- 
eth, wherein thofe areever to be excepted, who are tied by 
naturall relations to performe naturall and humane duties to 
the party excommunicate and made as a Publican , as che wife 
to the husband, the children to their parents. 

In both thefe refpe&s, Let him be asa Publican, fuperaddeth 
{omewhat, and faith more then was in that other part , Let him 
beas an Heathen man. The third thing which I conceive to 
be meant by being efteemedas a Publican,is coincident wich was 
meant by Let bim be as an Heathen, that is, let him be kept that 
which back from communion and fellowfhip with the Church 
in the holy things.Mt Pryzne brought a parabolicall argument 
concerning the Publicans going up tothe Temple to pray. That 
devout and religious Publicans, whether Jewes or Gentiles 

| Ggg2 did 
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did goe up into the Temple to pray ‚| make no guciion, and 
fuch a one is the Publican in the Parable; yea, it we marke the 
Pharifees owne words he fpeaketh of that Publican 2s one of 
the beft and moft religious Publicans Lak. 18. 11. Gad, I thinke 
thee that Iam not as other men are, extortioners unjift, adulterers, 
Sgalag Ero 6 THAW ens or even a this Publican, The vulgar La- 
tin hath it velst etiam bie publicanus, as likewife this Publican; 
making thepublican to be one of thofe extortioners,un‘uft,adul- 
terers. But it is a miftake of the Text, which plainly holds 
forth a disjunctive, not a copulative fence. The Pharifee is 
further declaring what himfelf was not, and the disjun&ive 
8 intimateth fome new matter. Therefore the Syriak and 
Arabik hath it, either as this publican. Erafmus, aut etiam 
nt bic publicanus. Arias Monntamut , aut & ut bic publicanus. 
and the Engli(h, er even as this publican. Many of the pub- . 
licans were extortioners, unjuft, adulterers, but the Pha- 
rifee thought he had not faid enough when he had 
preferred. himfelf to- thefe, therefore he addeth this evncic, 
er even at this publican, which is ariling and. heightning of his 
fpeech, as if he had {aid,God,I thank thee that E am wore boly and 
righteous then the beft of the publicans, who yet are not ( at moft of 
them are) extortioners, unjuft, adulterers. But that prophane, nn- 
juft,{candalous, infamous, publicans whether Jewes or Gen- 
tiles, were allowed or permitted to cometothe Temple, tothe 
Worfhip, Prayer and: Sacrifices, among the reft of the people 
of the Jewes, Ideny it, and'Mafter Pryzze hath faid nothing to 
proveit. Thefe onely are the publicans meant of when Chrift 
faith, Jetbim be unto thee as a publican. Now this fort of pnb- 
licans, ifthey were allowed any thing inreference to the Tem- 
ple; it was-but to ftand:afarre off in the Intermurale or atrium 
Gentium as Heathens might doe. If the religious publican ftood 
afarre off, how much more the prophane infamous publican? 
That fuch as were publikely fcandalous, infamous for impiety, 
and efteemed the worft of men(which I have fhewed to be meant 
by Jet bim be unto thee as a publican) were admitted into the 
Temple as much as the reft of the people of the Jewes, orhad 
fellowfhip with the Church in the holy things, I doe not be- 
leive,. Lhave provedthe contrary from Philo and Fofephus. 
CHAP. LV 
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CHAP. IV. 


A A asian of Eraltus «zd Bilfon their Interpreta- 
tion of Math. 18. 15, 16, 17. as likewife of Do- 
Gor Sutlife bis Gloffe differing forse what from 


theirs. 


S for that other Eraftian Gloffe upon Matth. 18. 17. that 
A Chrift meaneth of going to the orthodox Magiftrate being 
of the fame true religion, (&that this is the fence of thofe words 
Tcl the Churcbybut if the Brother who hath done us wrong will 
not heare nor obey that Magiítrate, then Zet bim be unto thee as 
an Heathen man and a publican, that is, thou mayeft profecute 
him, asthou wouldeft profecute an Heathen man or a Publican 
before an extrinfecall Tribunall, fuch as at that time the Ro- 
man Emperours was to the Jewes. See Eraftus thef- 41. where- 
in he is followed by Bifhop Bilfox of the perpetuall Government of 
Chrifts Church cap. 4. This Gloffe hath been juftly rejected by 
many learned men. The firt Argument which I bring againit 
it, is that it is wide from the {cope of the Text, yea prejudgeth 
and even overthroweth the great thing which is principally in- 
tended by Jefus Chrift in this placeG amero Myroth.in Math. 18. 
thinksit is,utterly different from Chrifts intention in this 
place, which isto prefcribe rules to our confciences concerning 
the amendment of our Brother, and the reducing of him from 
his finne, not to givececonomicall rules concerning the repa- 
ration of ourinjuries or loffes: Wherefore he concludes that 
by the Churclris meant the Presbytery mentioned 1.Tim. 4. 14. 
Heholdeth alfo that in the new Tefta. the word &xancie doth ;) 
ever fignifie an Affembly cum exfr*t adreligionem, with an habi- }) 
tude and reference to religion. Let it be alfo obferved with 
Bucerus Script. Anglic.pag. 40. 41. 304,305, 306. that what 
our Saviour dire&teth one Brother to doe toward the gaining of 
another, by admonitions and reproofs;. doth onely belongto 
tlie care and follicitude of the falvation of his foule, and the 


gaining of him from eternal} death to eternal] life ; and this he 
cc Gee 3 collects: 
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colle&s from thefe words in the Text , thy Brother, and thou baft 

gained thy Brother. He doth alfo paralell Matb. 18. 15. with 
Gal.6. 1. Bretbrenyif axy man be overtaken in a fault,ye which are 
fpirituall,reftore fuch an ome in the (pirit of meekneffe. Now this as 
it is the {urek expofition (expounding Scripture by Scripture) 
fo itdoth not concerne a Judicial! proceeding in the cafe of 
private Injuries, but the Chriñian duty of reclaiming and fa- 
ving the foule from fin. 

He further obferveth that the thing which Chrift recom- 
mendeth to every Chriftian, tobe done ex Charitate Chriftiana, 
is nothing elfe but what is incumbent to Paftors ex officio; for 
Paftors ought by vertue of their publike charge and miniflery 
to doethe fame thing authoritatively, which one Chriftian is 
bidden doe to another in 'Chri(tian Brotherly charity, that is to 
admonith,rebuke, &c. 

Tam perfwaded were the Lord Jefus his {cope and intent is 
this Textrightly underftood, there fhould need no other con- 
futation of the Gloffes given either by Eraftus or by Mr. Prynne. 
They reftri& to thecafe of private or perfonall injuries, and to 
the party injuried civilly, that which our Saviour prefcribeth 

(0) Cartwright (©) as a duty of ChriftianCharity, which every Church Mem- 
Hiflor. cbrifli ber oweth to.another. 1t wasan impious word of Cazz, AmI 
ex 4. Evarg. oy Brothers Keeper ? though fpoken in reference to his Brothers 
Mos body and naturall life; How much more finfull as it, to fay or 
Bi aodun. thinke in reference to our Brothers foule, Am I my Brotbers 
Gngulowmin Keeper ? Every Chriftian is bound by the commandement of 
Ecclefia civium God to rebuke his Brother, when he feeth, heareth, or knoweth 
- cf, ut hImto commit finne: Lev. 19. 17. Thou (baltin any wiferebuke 
"ob d) thy neighbour, and not faffer finne upon him. Nherethe Margi- 
piant. nall rim in the Englith Bibles is Mat. 138. 15. Yea, Eraftus 
himfelf Zib. 2.cap.2.pag. 154. confefleth that Chrift doth in 
Marth. 18. interpret that Law Lev. 19. So Prev. 28. 4. Such 
as keep tbe Law contend ‘with tbe wicked. We ought to hate and 
abhorre finne by which God is difhonoured ( and confequently 
to expreffe our zeale againit itby rebukes when it is committed 
in eur fight, hearing, prefence, privity or knowledge )as 
much yea much more, then if ic were a private and perfonall 
injury againftour felves Píal. 97.10. Antosy5. 15. Rem. 12. 9. 


Pfal. 


Chap.4 Ordinance of Church-government vindicated. 


Pfal. 339.21,22. Hence itis that the Apoftle exhorteth Chrifi- 
ans to warne them that are unruly or diforderly, 1 Theff.5.13. 
Wherefore it is juftly and truly maintained by Auguftine Re- 
gul.2, infine Tomi primi-Durandus lib.4. dift.19. Queft.3 Toftatusin 
Math. 18. Queft. 29. and divers thers, that to admonifh and 
rebuke a Brother committing finne, is a neceffary Chriftian du- 
ty commanded by theword cf God, whereunto Chrivians are 
obliged by the love of God and their Neighbour: for which 
fee allo Egidius de Coninck de atib. fapernat. difp.28.dnb.2 € 4. 
And if theoffender be not reduced by more private admoniti- 
onsand rebukes, the fame Law of fpirituall love bindeth his 
Brother that knoweth hisfinne and impenitency to tell the 
Church, as Iofopb told his Father of his Brethrens faults, Gen. 
37.2.and lofepb brought unto their Father their evil report, that is 
their fcandalous finnes which made them to have an evill re- 
port. It is well noted by Parezr upon the place, that the thing 
which 7ofegb did complaine of to his Father, was not his Bre- 
threns hatred againít himfelfe, nor any perfonall injury done to 
himfelf, ( becaufe their hatred of Iof:pb was the effe&, not the 
caufe, oftheinformation which he gave to his Father of their 
faults) but it was their finne and: fcandalous life by which they 
brought an evill nameupon themfelves and the family oftheir 


Father. Wherein he doth upon good reafon juftifie what L- - 


fepb did, becaufe he told not his Brethrens faults to an Enemy 
but to a Father, nor for their evill, butfor theirgood.. It 
was alfo declared unto the Apoftle by them of the houfe of Choe 
that there were contentions among the Corinthians 1 Cor. 1. 11. 
So it is collected from 2 Thef 3. 11. that fome in the Church 
of Theffalonica gave notice to the Apoftle of fuch as walked di- 


orderly. And as he that fparesthe Rod hates the Child, {ohe - 
that negle&s to rebuke an offending Brother, or( when that - 
eannot amend him ) negle&s to tell the Church, doth hate his — 


Brothers foule, in fo farre as he fuffers finne upon him. 


If thefe things be acknowledged for truths, we willbe eafily : 
induced to beleive that the {cope of Jefus Chrift Math. 18.15, - 


16417. isto teachus, not what he permits the party injured to 
doe toward the party injiiring, but what he commands every 
one that loves the foule and falv 


ation of his Neighbour, to doe ` 
for . 
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for reducin g his Neighbour from a (inne wherewith he is over- 
( p) Si pecca- taken. Which fitly agreeth with ( ? ) that which Drufius preter. 
yeritintefra- /;5. 1.0n Mat. 18.1 5° ciceth è J;bro Mufar. Beüdes, both Fa- 
tertuus] Ea- thers, Schoole-men, Cafuiíts, Commentators, Popi(h, and 
E ae Proteitant, when they handle the Queltions de correptione fra- 
TEL they make Brotherly rebukes to bs a common duty of love 
quam pau!à which one neighbour oweth to another, and ever and anon 
aliter, Quiar-. they cleare what they hold. from Mat. 18. I verily believe it is 
guit [ocium debt one of the wiles yea depths of Sathan in perverting that Text 
sion has r with the Ecaftian Glos, to throw out of the Chürch and to 
"e iplum drown in defuetude and oblivion, a great and neceffary dac 
folim verbis — Which every Chriftiaa by the law of love oweth tothe foule of 
mollisus,itaut his Brother wich whom he converfeth, which were it confcie- 
nonpudejaciat ably pra&ifed, I dare fay, it fhould be a mot powerfull and ef- 
Seat te a fefta meanes ( by the blefing of Chriit upon his owne ordi- 
ber eum acriter ance) to purge the Church of ícandals, togaíne foules , “and 
arguere, (7 ps- to advance holineff:. 
defacere inter fe Now he thatcan neither be reduced by more private repre- 
@ ifum. Si hen(ionsnor by publike Ecclefiafticall conviction, Let bim be 
oe unto thee as an Heathen man, faith Chrift, let him bz efteemed 
focios, ipfumgue 8$ One that hath no part in the communion of theSaints, in 
coram illis pue Charch-Memberíhip, in the holy things, in the common- 
dore afficere: fi wealth of Ifrael , in the Covenants of promile, more then an 
nechocmda Heathen man. Which isa {piricuall, not acivill feparation, ac- 
E re. E ofe- cording to that Gal. 2. 15. We who are Tewes by nature, and mot 
pude fiteroco. Sinners of the Gentiles. y 
ram multis, My fecond Argument fhall be this. That which Chrift faith 
ejufque elitum generally of any finne whereby oné Brother fcandalizeth ano- 
Pubticare. Nam cher Brother, the Eraftians reftri& to private or perfonall inju- 
[ e FREE ees. And whereas Chrilsrule tendeth to the refcuing and 
prre faving ofa finner, their Gloffe runnes upon a mans particular 
intereft in the refarciating of a private injury. Ifthy Brother tref 
paf: again ft thee, that is, Cum quis caram aliquo peccaverit, faith 
Munflerus, when any brother finneth in the prefence of Jome other.Are 
we not oblidged to rebuke an offending Brother in Chriitian 
love; and to endeavour to bring him to repentance and to fave 
his foule; whether he hath done to us any particular injury or 
not: May we fuffer (inne upon his foule, becaufe that finne is 
not 
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notan injuryto us? Let itbe well obferved, thething here 
aimed at, isthe falvation of the offending Brother, and 
his turning from finne, as Grotzw rightly noteth from the 
word xeSairey, (which q Eraftus.alfo confeffeth from the word ( q) Confirm, 
zacyov ) forin that fence is the fame word uled 1 €or. 9. 19,20, Thef, Iib. s cap. 
21522» that I might gain them that are under tbe Law, &c. and 3:9: 188. Ideo 
1 Pet. 3.1. they may be wonne by the converfation of the wives. This a MA 
( faith Grotius ) James doth explain (*. 5. v.20. be which con- re A pm 
verteth the finner from the error of bis way, (ball fave a foule from ligamus eum 
death, and [bal hide a multitude of finnes. TF this then be the erroris & ini- 
meaning of Chrifts words, thou haft gained thy Brother : then quitatis cen- 
it concerneth all finnes whereby we know our Brothers foule Vi2cendum 
and falvation tobein hazard. Wherefore though Grotius un- mi 
derftand private injuries to be that cafe which the Text putteth, deprecetur non 
yet faith he, it isthe manner of the Law of God, by one parti- apud nos tan- 
cular and more remarkable kind of things, to intimate what tum, fed multó 
ought to be done in other things according to the rule of juft aes apud 
proportion. And it holds more truein other finnes, then in ^^^ 
the cafe of private injuries:Thi rebuking 75 neceflary as well in fins 
which are committed againft Goda inthofe which are committed 
againft man, and by fomuch the more its neceffary in finnes mhich are 
committed againfl God, by how much they are heavier then finnes 
which are committed againft man, faith Toftatus in Mat. 18. queft. 
93. And Gretiws himfelf citeth out of Mimus , 
i Amici vitia fi feras fasias tua. 

And whereas the Eraftian take much hold of the words 
againftthee. Ff thy Brother trefpþaffe againft thee. Ihave before án- 
{wered, that any finne againft God which is committed in my 
fight, hearing, or knowledge, and fo becommeth a fcandall 
or itumbling Block to me, isatrefpafle committed againít me, 
becaufe he that ought to edifie me doth fcandalize me. Sothat 
the words againft thee are added, to fignifie, nota civill injury, 
bnt rather a fpirituall injuryor{candall. Auguftine regul.3. in 
fine Tom. 1. applieth the rule and method of proceeding menti- 
oned Mat. 18. to lafcivious or adulterous behaviour, which 
one Brother obferving in another, oughtto admonifh. him, 
firftfecretly, then to take witneffes, then to tell the Church, - 
and ifhebe eontumacious, de veftra focietate projiciatur, let him 
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be cz ft out of your fociety faith he,and the context carrieth icto any 
{candali whereby one Brother {candalizeth another: whereof 
much was fpoken in the preceding part ofthe Chapter. Eraftms 
pag. 154. Sespus Chrifti eft in bsc capite docere; quantum malum fs 
feandalum. The Scope of Chrift e in this Chapter ro tescó bow great an 
evil fanda! is. Wherefore Tadhere to the refolution of Tafta- 
tnr in Matb. 18. quaft. 84, five fit peccatum. direG? contra deum, 
five contra proximum, fi fit nobis (cientibw, fit contra nor, cum mos 
feandslixet. Both Chryfiftome and Theephi!z@ upon ALztb. 18.15. 
obterve this cohefion, that Chris having before fpoken againtt 
ine b. give {candal!, now he givesa rule to the perfon fcan- 
ized. 

Thirdly, that exposition which now I argue againft,tendeth 
to make one Scripture contradi& another, and to make that 
lewfull by one Scripture, which another Scripture makes un- 
lawfull. even fome of themfelves being Judges. They foex- 
pound Marth. 1S. that they make it lawfull ( and as fuch al- 
lowed by Chriit himfelt ) for a Chriftian to purfue his Brother 
tor a civill injury before In&d-ll or Heathnifh Judges, even as 

-~ he would purfue an Heathen or Infidell,if fuch an one had done 

i pum him the in ury. * Eraft. faith freely( yet foully that if a Congre- 
942.184. Habi- Seton ot the taichtull be under the Turxe or the Pope, one of 
tant nunc fab them may puriue another for an iniury( when the offender will 
Turca & pon- not hearken to his own Affembly) before thofe Judges who are 
tifize Romano aliens, and Enemies to the true Religion. Hisexpotition of 
mendis ut Mattb. 18. doth plainly lead hereunto. So faith Bithop Bilfan 
Mind juriá, ( a great follower of Erzftus) in this debate upon Mattb. 18.in 
necaudirein- the place beforecited, let bim 52 to thee a an Heathen man anda 
juriofus(aum publican, thatis purfue bim in thofe courts, where thou wouldeft a 
caren velis, Pagan and Publicanthat fbould do thee wrong. But how doth this 
ee; agree with 1 Cor. 6. (the place which Eraftus tbef: 41. con- 
fere cud ecivethto bea Commentary upon AMarb. 18. ) doth not the 
ejus implorare Apoftle expreflely condemme it, as being utterly a fault that one 
Judicis opem, brother went to Law with another for the things of this life or 
qui facultatem civillcaufes, before the unjuít and unbeleevers? Nay, let us 
a coercet” Beare Bifhop Bi/5» himfelfin that very place. Pas! fash be by 
~i no means permittedthem to purfue their Brethren at toe Tribunals ef 
Isf dels Whar then? will chey fet Pul againtt Chri? or will 


they 
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they make r Cor. 6. contrary to Mattb. 18. As for that 


whereby Eraftws would reconcile this difference, it is as good 
as nothing. He faith pag. 183. that Paz! requireth them tore- 
ferre to arbitrators within the Church it felf, only the fmalleft 
matters and things pertaining to this life, but not crimes or 
weighty matters which he would referve to the Magiítrates, 
otherwife he had detra&ted much from thofe to whom heeve 
where commandeth to give obedience. And fo( faith he ) that 
which Paul faith is nothing but what Chriit faith, Tell the 
Church. Befides Paul himfelf appealed to Cefar. let all men 
judge ( faith he ) whether the Apoftle would make it unlawfull 
to other wronged perfons, which he thought lawfull for him- 
felf? lanfwer, 1. If it was a fhame and foule fcandall for 
Chriftians to purfue one another for {maller nfatters pertain- 
ing to thislife, how much more for crimes and weightier mat- 
ters? forthen the unbeleevers might caít the heavier load of 
reproachrs upon the Chriitian religion. 2. This might. have 
opened adoor to eludethat which the Apoftle fo earneltly 
prelfeth ; for one would be ready to fay, this caufe of mine is a 
weighty one, itis an injury and crime that can not be born, 
thereforel am free to purfue it beforeunbeleivers. Whereas the 
Apoftlefaith, Why do ye not rather take wrong è? why doe ye not ra- 
ther Juffer your felues to be defrauded? 3. The judging of the mal- 
left matters, and of the things pertaining to this life, is by the 
Apofile oppofed, notto weighty civill injuries, but to the 
judging ofthe worldand of Angells, as is manifeft by the 4z- 
titbefis in the Text. But he maketh no intimation of theleaít 
diftin&tion of civill injuries, as iffome might be purfued before 
unbeleiving Judges, fome not: he fpeaketh generally verf. 
1. Dare any of you baving a matter against another. vert. 4. Ff then 
ye bave judgements of things pertaining to this life veri. 7. Why doe ye 
got rather take wrong? 4. Vthat which Paul faith, be the fame 
with that which Chrift faith Tell the Charchjand if it was Pauls 
mind that he who would not hearken to chofen arbitrators 
among the Saints mightbe purfued before the unbeleiving 
Judges (as Eraftees tells us both here and The/-.47.) then Tell the 
Church cannot be meant of telling the Magiftrate of the fame 
religion 5 for Paul fends them to no- Chriftian Magiftrate ( be- 
$ | Hhh 2 | | ^ canle 
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caufe there was none fuch then and there) butto arbitrators 
chofen among the Saints. Tis moft range to methat fo acute 
a difputant could expound the Telling of the Church Afatth. 
18. by the reference to arbitrators 1. Cor. 6.and yet underftand: 
the Church JMatib. 18. to be the civill Magiftate. 5. There: 
might be fub’eétion and obedience to the Heathen Magiftrates, 
although the Saints fhould not go to Law one again another 
before them 6. Pas! did but appeal from Cefars Deputy to 
Cefar himíelf. He wasdrawne by the Jewes before the Tribu-- 
nall of Fefts ( wherein Pau! was a futferer ) and finding Feftu; 
un'u£ and partiall, and chat he endeavoured to deliver him to 
the Jewes, who had a mind to have him put to death, thereup-- 
on he appealeth from Feft#s to Cefar. So that if Eraftus had: 
made the paraT-llright, all that he could conclude from Pai; 
example, had been this, that when a Chrittian is drawneand 
compelled by his accufers and Enemies ( not being Chrifians) 
before the T ribunall of an inferiour Heathen Judge, ifhethere 
find himfelf in danger of his litejhe may appeale in his jut de- 
fenceto an higher Heathen fudge. Wherefore I yet conclude 
that by the Erattian principles Chrift and Pax! cannot berecon- 
ciled. Thefe three Arguments doe militate notonely againft 
Erafins and Bilfz, but likewife againít Sutlivins de Prefo. (ap. 9. 
where he gives this fence of Afattb. 18.15, 16, 17. that we ought 
to take heed we give no fcandall in the purfuing of injuries, 
and for that end ought to give admonition firft privately , then 
before witnefles,and in cafe of obftinacy in the brother that hath. 
done the injury, to tell the Rulers of the Church (meaning the 
Prelates) and if he will not hear them, then to go to Law with 
that Brother, as with an Heathen or Publican. The other Ar- 
guments which are to follow, ( the laft excepted) ftrike not at 


- his Interpretation, butat thofe other Gloffes; of Eraftes, Bil- 


fon, and Matter Prynne. 

Fourthly, this Eraffian expofition makes thefe words, but if 
ke negletd to bear the Church, let bim be unto thee as an Heathen man 
and a publican, to be applicable onely to fuch Chriftians as live 
under unbeleiving Magiftrates, and not to all Chriftians. This 
confequence Eraftzs forefaw, that it would needs follow from 
fiis Interpretation, therefore he plainly.owneth it Thef: 47. He 

confefleth. 
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confeffeth that the former part concerning rebuking and feek- 
ing to gaine the offending Brother, belongs to all Chriftians ; 
What aboldneffe is here to rent afunder this paffage of Scrip- 
ture, which was uttered asit were with one breath ? And why 
doth nor the latter part alfo belong unto all Chriftians ? Muit . 
Chriftiansthat liveunder an Infidel] Magiftrate have more efe- ~~ 
- &uall meanes and wayes to ufe towards an offending Brother, 
and may they goa ftep further in putting him to fhame or in 
humbling him, then thofe Chrifians can-doe who live under a 
Chritian Magiirate? How well doth this hang together ?1 
fhould have thought the ballance mut rather fall to this hand. 
Butto make the condition of thofe, who live under a Chriitian Cf) Sutliviss 
Magiftrate to be more privative, and the condition of thofe de Pcefbyreii 
who live under an Infidell Magittrate to be more cumulative, is C:p.9 deinde 
too great a paradoxe for me. r qnd Chriftus 
Sixthly, Whereas they fay that the way prefcribed by Chritt ect ve ofa 
Matth. 18. is fach as is agreeable to the Law of Mfes, and they. sem nón pel “ih, 
underitand by Tel the Church, Tell the Magiftrate, Teske what cj fque [enten- 
Magiftrate? If the- Judges and Magiftrates of the Cities, as 1am impunèli» 
Bifhop Bilfon thinkes, then: he who did not hearken to thofe 5!" 67mm ree 
f eee , Nam [i cogendi 
Judges might appeale to the great Szzbedrin at Hierzfilem, or porrjlatem ba. 
the Judges themfelves might referre and tranfmit the cafe thi- puffer, frufira 
ther : fo that the man was not to be ftraight way accounted as i'i vrba addita 
an Heathen man and a Publican. But if by the Church they fam, fi Ecclefi- 
undertand the great Sznbedrix it fel he that would not hearken $ tk 
to it was tobe put to death by the Law Deut. 17. So thatit npe 
had not been agrezable to the Law of Mofes, to teach that he fet, e fententi- 
who will not hearken to the great Sanhedrin is to be eficemed as 4v fuamexecu- 
an Heathen man and a Publican; forthis fuppofeth that he fhall roni mundaf- 
not dye but be füffered co live. ' TT pn dM 
cw ^ : objetteth 
Seventhly, the Erafiian principles do. plainly-contradi&t and 4,:i58 the 
confute themíelves: For both Eraftus, Bifhop bilfow,and Matter Prefby:etian 
Prynne hold that the Jewith Sanhedrin in Chrifs time wasa Interpretation. 
temporall Magiftracy and a eivill Court of juftice, which had Bt un uth > 
power to {courge, imprifon, torture, and outlaw offenders, yea e 1 Es 
to put to death as the firt two-doe poátively averre. s How ME ds 
then canit be faid, If be neglecto beare the C burch, éc. that.is, the Ecaltian 
if he negle& to heare the civill. Magiftrate who hath power to Interpretations- 
Hhh 3 imprifon 
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imprifon, fcourge, torture, outlaw, yeato put him to death? - 
Surely if he neglect to heare theChurch, doth intimate that 
the Church hath not ufed nor cannot ufe any external! coer- 
cive power. Erajtus findes himfelfe fo mightily puzled with 
thisdithculey, thatto make out his interpretation of Matth. 
18. heconfeffeth Thef’5 3. and confirm. Thef. lib.2. cap.2. the Te- 
wifh Sanhedrin had no power under the Romans to judge of 
civill caufes and injuries , but of things pertaining to their re- 
ligion onely , t fo that at that time (faith he) aman might 
impune without punifhmene contemne the judgement of the 
Sanhedrin in civil] things. And thus while he feeketh a Salvo 


Synedrii conem for his Gloffe upon Mattb. 18. he overthroweth the great argu- 


nere in civi 
rebus. 


ubus ment by which heand his followers endeavour to prove tha 
y : p that 


there was no other Sanhedrin in Chrifts time, but a civill Court 
of juftice,becaufe fay they, that Sanhedrin had the power of the 
Sword and other temporal! punifhments. 

Eighthly, obferve the gradation in the Text, t. a private 
conviction or rebuke. 2. Convi&ion before two or three wit- 
nefies. 3. Conviction before the Church, and the Churches 
declaring the thing to bean offence, and commanding the of- 
fender to turn from hisevill way. — 4. 1£ he will not heare the 
Church (which implieth that the Church hath fpoken and re- 
quired him to doe fomewhat which he refufeth to doe ) then 
Let bim be asan Heathen man and a Publican.This laft is heavier 
then all chat went before, and is the punifhment ‘of his not 
hearing the Church.now this gradation isin confiftent with the 
Interpretation which Eraftus giveth; for by his owne confef- 
fion the Sanhedrin of the Jewes at that time had not power to 
judge of civill caufes nor to punifh any man fora civill injury, 
but for a matter of religion onely. (yet they are not matters of 
Religion,but civill trefpaffes which he underftands to be meant 
Matth.18.) Here is an intercifion in the third ftep of the gra- 
dation. Ándifit were an offence in the matter of religion , it 
had notbeen a greater punifhment, but a greater'eafe to the 


. offender, to draw him before the Roman tribunals, forthe Ro- 


mans cared for none of thofe things, of which the Jéewifh 
Sanhedrin was mof zealous. The gradation in the Text‘is as 
inconfiftent with Mr Pryanes interpretation; for imagine the 
x offender 
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offender to be after previous admonitions publiquely accufed 
and convi& before the Church (thatis, in hisopinion ) the 
civill Court of juftice which had power to imprifon, {courge, 
torture, and outlaw offenders, if not to condemne, and put to 
death) what fhould be done with fuch an one? can we goeno 
higher? yes: thus itisin Mrfryzaesíence. He that will not 
fubmitto the Magiltrate, and eannot be reduced by (tripes and 
imprifonment , torturing and outlawing,yea peradventure by 
condemnation to die thedeath ; let this be the lat remedy for 
fuch an one, Let bim be unto thee as an heathen man and a Pub- 
lican, that is, withdraw familiar civill company from 
him. | 
Ninthly, that interpretation of Eraffus leaneth to a falfe fup- 
pofition, namely that the word sæts ô ess; as a Publican, 
are meant univerfally of all Publicans good or bad, or what- 
ever they were. To prove this he takes an argument pag. 189, 
190, 195. fromthe Article 4; for with the Grecians , faith he, 
the Article being joyned to the predicate, noteth the nature 
and confeguently the univerfality of the thing; whence he con- 
cludeth that 6 7:érns fignifieth a Publican qua Publican, and fo 
every Publican. Now what can be the fence of Chrifts words 
in reference to every Publican (faith he) unleffe this be it,that 
it was lawfull to purfue any Publican at a Tribunall of the 
Romans? Janfwer, his argument goeth upon a moft falfe fup-- 
pofition 5. which I cleare by the like inftances, Matth.6.7. Uf 
mot vaine repetitions as tbe Heathen doe ramp sithrrxsi, Shall we 
thence conclude that the Heathens as Heathens, and {0 all Hea- 
thens without exception did ufe repetitions in prayer, or that- 
they were all fo devout in their way as to make long prayers? 
Luke 15.14. I am not as other men are asme ob Aami BY a Sianwy, 
extortioners, unjuft, cc. Did the Pharifee meane that every man 
eo ipfo that he was another man , and fo the reft of the Pharifees 
as well as others,were extortioners, &c. fohn 15.6. be is caft forth 
asa branch e$ T xanua, If the mile of Eraftus hold, then a. 
branch as a branch , and fo every branch is caft out. Many fuch - 
inftances might be given. If in thefe Texts there muft bea re-- 
ftri&ion of thefence, notwithitanding of the prepofitive ar- 
ticle , {o that by Heathens we maf underitand devout or pray- 
ing: 
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ing Heathens: by other men, vulgar men, or the common fort of 
men; by ¢ branch , a fruitleffe or withered branch. Why fhall 
we not alfo underftand by è 72.4»»s, the prophane loofe or un" 
juft Publican, and as Groti doth rightly expound it ô apap ront 
Let him be efteemed, faith he, as an Heathen man , that is, as an 
alien from religion, or as a Publican; that is, if he bea Jew, 


eiteeme him as an infamous finner, or one of a flagitious life. 


Since therefore Era ‘a confefleth pag.194. that as the office of 

awfull, fo likewife many Publicans were 
honeft, chaft, religious , and pious men, I may fafely conclude, 
that Let bim be unto thee as a Publican , cannot be meant univer- 
fally of all Publicans. For how can it be fuppofed that Chrift 
would tacitely allow of alienation from or feverity to pious 
Publicans ? 

Tenthly, whereas the Eraftians lay great waight upon that 
forme of fpeech , Let him be to thee,(not to the whole Church) 
as an Heathen man and a Publican, (which isalfo one of Sul- 
livius his exceptions de Presbyterio, cap.9.) in this alfo they do 
abufe the Text, for 1. The fame offence which is a füfficient 
ground to one Church-member to efteem another Church 
member as an Heathen man or a Publican, being a publique 
and known fcandall ( fuch as is contumacy and difobedience to 
the Church) muft needs be a fufficient ground to all other 
Church members, or to the whole Church to efteem fo of him. 
Surely Chrift would not have contradictory judgenients in his 
Church concerning fo high a point, as is theefteeming of a 
Church m:mber to be as a Heathen man and a Publican. 2. The 
Eraítians herein argue no better than the Papifts: Chrift faid to 
Peter, I will give unto thee the keyes of tbe Kingdome of Heaven. 
Therefore unto Peter alone. Peradventure Mr. Huffey was fo 
fagacious as to prevent this objection with his popifh concet- 
fion: thel Keyes were never giver to any of the Apoftles but to Peter, 
faith hein his plea for Ç briftian magiftracy,pag.9 It feems he will 
farre lefle fticke to grant the Prelaticall argument, Timothy laid 
on hands, and Titus ordained Elders, therefore each of thefe 
had the power of ordination by himfelfealone. 3. It is a good 
obfervation of Luther Tom.1. Re(olv. fuper propof. 13. de poteft. 


"Pape. fol.299. in the fixteenth of Matthew Chrift begins with 


all 
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al} his diíciples , Whom fay ye that I am? and he endeth with <> 
one, Uto thee will I give, &c. In the eighteenth of Matthew 
he begianeth with one, If thy brother trefpaffe againft theeyec. ` 
and he endeth with all,Wh2t foever be binds on earthyexc. Whence 
he concludeth that in both thefe places what is faid to one is faid 
toall of them. i 


CHAP. V. 


That Tell it to the Church hath more in it, then, Tellit 
unto a greater number. 


T Here is yet another interpretation of thefe words invented 

Æ toelude the argument for Ecclefiaticall government and 

-cenfures from /at.18 Tell it unto the C burch.that is,if the offen- 

ding brother will neither hearken to private admonition,nor to 
admonition before two or three witneffes,then tell ic unto many 

orunto a greater company. This cals to mind'Dr Sutcliffes glofle y Sutcliv. de ^ 
upon the word Presbytery, 1 Tim. 4. 14. that it fignifieth Pref- pyessy,, PS 
byters or Minifters zon juris vinculo , fed utcunque collePos, asif— 7 

the occafionall meeting of (ome Presbyters in Weftminfter Hall, 

orupon the Exchange, orina journey, orata buriall, werea 

A Pa with power to lay on hands. 

That interpretation of the word Church isno better. But 
that | may reje& nothing without reafon, I defire it may be 
confidered, 1.Whether either in Scripture, or in any Greeke 
Lexicon, or in any Claflick author, it can be found that 
the word 9xAnz was ever ufed to fignifie meerly a greater 
‘number or company then two or three, not called out and im- 
‘bodied together for government or worfhip. For my part I 
could never yet finde where the fimple majority of the number 
maketh the denomination of $»«teia, I finde the word fome- ` 
times (yet very feldome) ufed of an unlawfull aflembly combi- 
ning or joyning together to evil] : the reafon I cake to be this, 
becaufe they pretended to be authoriied as a law ‘ull aflembly ; 
fo Chrift called Judas , friend, when he came to betray him // 

ie C "vag 
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with á kiffe. But fincethe word ania Afatth.18.17. doth 
fignifie a lawfull affembly , ‘(as all doe confeffe) I defire fome 
teítimony of Scripture or approved authors, wherethis name 
is given toa lawfull affembly, which was not imbodied for 
worfhip or government, but had the name of taxaxes (imply 
becaufe of the majority of number. Sure 1 am axAnsfe isat 
leat. cetus evocatus, an affembly called forth; and every of- 
ferided brother hath not from Chrift the priviledge of gathering 
aChurch. 2. Y by tell it mto tbe Church were meant no more 
but this, rell it unto a greater nlember , then if the offender doe 
pot heare the Church, there muft be recourfe unto fome others 
‘diftin& from the Church , for the more authoritative and ulti- 
mate determination , ( unleffe icbe faid'that tliere is no remedy | 
for offences, but in a greater number which each’ man fhall 
‘make choice of) But where is their more effe&uall remedy, or 
‘Where ‘will they Exe the ultimate degree of proceedings ? 
3. When Chriltfaith Tell it unto the Gbarcb , and if he neglect to 
"heare tbe Church, če. whither 'refpe& be had to the forme of 
the Hebréws , orto the forme ‘of the Grecians, the Church 
will till havea ruling power. In the old Teftament, the ori- 
einall giveth the nate Kabz/ , Church, (which isthe word ufed © 
ih the Hebréw Evangel of Ad azbew publiíhed by Afunfterus, 
chap. 18. verf. 17.) and the. Septuagints the name txrancia to 
the Elders'áànd Ruleis of Ifrael , ‘as 1 Chro.13.2. 4. '& 29. 1. 
2 Cbro.1.3. and in other places. And that which is faid of the 
Elders, Deut. 19:12. Tofb.20:4. is faid of the Congregation or 
Church; Num.35.24. Tof 20.6. So Exed.12.3. compared with: 
verf. 21. The Septuágints alfo render Kabal by ewfeur Prov. 
26.26. It was not therefore to any affembly, but to an affembly 
of rulers, that caufes were brought in the old Teftament. If we 
turne to the Heathen Gréciàns , among them texamwa had -a 
power of juvifdiction to judge and determine’ caufes , ‘as is 
maanifeft from Ads 19.58.39. There xtara was of two forts, 
as Suida, Budeus,Siepbanus;and others havé obferved. trippe 
and décide tnana; a Jawfull fet fixed aflembly, which metat 
ordinary diets ( which ‘is meant'in that place of the Ads 
Jatt cit ed )It was alfo called sea exxancia becaüfe of the jurifdi- 
Rion and ruling ‘power which wasfeated init. Wherein I am 
` con- 
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confirmed by this paflage of Ariftotle polit. lib. 3. cap. Vt. 8 38g JJ 
enanta x uela. vno Tuy a oigre be. for the affembly , faith he, hath 
tbe government or arbitrement of all fuch things; He is {peaking 
of the choofing of Magilirates , and of craving an account of 
their adminiftration. 2. cvytivr@ éco which was indi&ted 
and called prorenatz , upon fome urgent extraordinary caufe, 
and it was concio magnatum five optimatum, in which the peg- 
ple were not prefent, as in the other. It was therefore rightly 
noted by Paffor that Demofthenes uleth the word sxAnae pro 
concione magnatum. Afterward the Roman Senate was called 
ev y«AarQ» Asan, and fometimes wymi] without an adje&tion. 
ixxavgia therefore among the Heathen Grecians ( from whom 
the word came? was not any aflembly but an aflembly which 
had ajurifdiction or ruling power. It {hall not be in vaine te 
adde that $zr2&e$« to appeale to a fuperiour Ruler com- 
meth from the fame originall verbe from which commeth 
£X044801 A, " 

4. The Church mentioned 742115.18.17. hath a forenficall 
orjuridicall power, as appeareth by that of the two or three 
wicneffes verf.16. which .relateth to a Juridicall proceeding in 
thetrying and punifhing of offences, as M. Prynne hath obfer- 
ved. Peradventure fome man will fay,that the two or three wit- 
nefies here are brought in onely to be witneffes to the admoni- 
tion, orto make the admonition the more effe&uall, andthe 
moreto be regarded, but notas if any ufe were to be made of 
thefe witneffes, to prove the fa& or offence it {felfe before 
the Church, if there be occafion.  lanfwer, either it mult be. 
fuppofed here that the trefpaffe was {een or knowne onely by 
him that gives the firk rebuke privately, or that it was alío 
feen or known by thofe two or three witneffes. If the former, 
it is much difputed among Schoolmen whether he that rebukes 
his offending brother beto proceed any further than a private 
rebuke for a private offence, or whether he is to ftop at pri- 
vaterebukes, and not to take witnefles with him (which di~ 
vers thinke.to. be unfit and difallowed,as being an officious and 
unneceffary irritation of the offending brother by the fprea- 
ding ofhis fhame, a making of a private finne to become 
{candalous to others, as lira an engaging of witnefles ie 

ii 2 affi 
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affift in the admonition and rouke by a blinde and implicite 

faith ) for my part I fhall not need here to difpute this point: 

= for whatever ought to bedone , or ought not to be done in 
this cafe, when the trefpafe is known to oneonely: yet in 

the other cafe when belides him that rebukes there are two or 

three more which can be witneffes of the fa& or trefpaffe com- 

mitted ( the trefpaífe being yet not publiquely divulged ) it 

can not be denied, that thefe witnefles of the fact are to be 

brought unto and confronted with the offender; when he 

cannot be gained by private rebuke, and (if need be) prove it 

afterward before the Church. Which I have before noted ‘out 

x De aib. fu- of Durand. Andx Aegidius de Coninck tels us (Cin whatfoever 
perat. Difp.28. other cafe witneffes areto be taken, orare not tobe taken) in 


Dub.g. ltem this cafe all doe confent that witneffes are to be taken. 
quando pecca- 


tum eorripiendi p æter me eft uni vel alteri notum , etiam facile mihi eft hos poft primam 
correptione:n adjungere mihi focios ac teftes (ecundz coireprionis. Cum enim hi non minus 
quàm ego ejus peccatum noverint , zqualiter poterunt iplum de hoc corripere,illudte poftea, 
f cpus fi. coram Superiore teftarie Quare communiter omnes cenfent in eo cafu teftes cfe 
adhibendos, fi prima correptio non-fueritefficax. | Sed tota difficultas eft qaando peccatum 
eft mihi foli notum, Qva in re triplex ¢& fenteniia, Poma docer quando tunc proximus non 
emendatur fecreta me admenitionenon efle ulterius p.ogrediendum, &c. 


Concerning thetaking of witnefles , when the trefpaffe is 
known to me alone, thereare three different opinions. 1. That 
when I have rebuked the offender privately, , and cannot gaine 
him, lamto proceed no further, but have done my duty and 
mutt leave the event to Cod. 2. That when a fecret admoni- 
tion is not effe&tuall, witneffes are to be taken, in cafe the of- 
fender fo admoni(hed continue in his iinne, or in cafe hisre- 
lapfe be feared and expected ; that che witnefles may obferve 
fuch continuing or relapfe in iinne, and then affift and joyne 
in rebuking him, and if need be (that is, in cafe of his contu- 
macy )to prove the fa& before the Church. 3. That even when 
his continuance or relapfe in finne can not be obferved ; ( and 
fo cannot be afterward proved by witneffes) yet thefecond 
admonition is to be given before witntfles ; when the firít ad- 
‘monition given privately hath not gained the: offender. Of 
thefe let the Reader judge. Tis enough for the point now-in 
hand,that when witnefles can be had to prove the trefpaffe - 

mitted : 
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mitted,they ought to be brought, firft before the offender, and 
then (if he continue obftinate )- before the Church to prove the 


fa& : and they mut be three, or two at the leat, which 1 doe ` 


not fee how it cam be thought neceffary if we fuppofe that 
the finne is not known to any but to me alcne who give the 
firt rebuke; for if there muft be a witneffe of my fecond ad- 
monition, why may not one witneffe joyn with me as well 
as two, when I can not have two, butone onely, willing and 
ready to joyn with me. But now a neceffity of precept lies on 
me, that] muf have two witnelles at leat, which cannot be 
otherwife underftood, but in reference to a foreníicall procec- 
ding afterwards, if need be. 

5. That interpretation which now I {peak againft, while it 
goeth about to avoyd a power of Juriídiction and Cenfure in 
this Text, it doth fubje& him that is reproved by another, to 
. aheavier yoke, and brings him into a greater fervitude. For 
though aman be not difobedient-nor-contumacious unto any 
Court Civill or Ecclefiafticall 5 yet if he doth not hearken to 
füchanumber, as the party offended {hall declare the cafe unto 
(being a greater number then two or three) he muft be by and 
by efteemed and avoyded as an Heathen man and a Publican. 


6. This interpretation, as it is fathered upon Grotius , fo it 


may be confuted out of Grotiw upon the very place. He ex- 
pounds Tell it anto the Church by the fame words which Drafrw 
citeth, è libro Adufar. declare it coram multis, before many. But 
is this any other then óm ray waedvey the many {poken of 2 Cor.2. 
6? a place cited by Grotius himfelfe, together with romy na rwv 
before all, 1 Tim.5.20. Now thefe were a&s of Ecclefiafticall 
power and authority , not {imply the acts of a greater number. 
He tels us alfo it was the manner among the Jewes to referre 
the bufineffe 2d multitudinem WM počinov, to the affembly of 
thofe who were of the fame way, or followed the fame rites, 
the judgements of which multitude (faith hé ) feviores tanguam 
prefides moderabantur , the Elders as Prefidents did moderate. He 
further cleares it out of Tertullian apol. cap.39. where {peaking 
of the Churches or affemblies of Chriftians, he faith : ibiden 


etiam exbortationes , cafligationes & cenfura divina oc. prefident : 
probati quique feniores.. Where there are alfo exhortations, carrections, 


and 
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and Divine cenfireéc. all the approved Elders dos prefide. And is 
not this the very thing we contend for? , 

l hope Imay now conclude that Tell the Ghurch is neither 
meant of the civill Magiftrate, nor fimply of a greater number, 
but of the Elders or (as others expreffe it better) ofthe Elder- 
fhip or Affembly of Elders ; So Stephanus, Scapula, and Pafor 
in the word éxsausia, Calvin, Bucerus, Illyricus, Beza, Hunnius, 
Toffanus, Pareus, Cartwright, Gamero, Diodati, the Dutch an- 
notations, all upon the place. AZarlorat in Thefauro in the word 
Ecclefia Zanchius in 4. Prac. pag. 741. Iunius Animad.in Bell. 
Contr. 3. lib. 1. cap. 6. Gerhard loc. theol. Tom. 6. pag. 13 7. Mei- 
ferus Difput. de vegim. Ecclef. quefl. 1. Trelcatius Fuftit. Theol, 
lib.1. pag. 291. Polanus Syniag. lib. 7.eap.1. Bullinger inY Cor. 
5» 4. Whittaker. de Ecclefia queff. 1. cap. 2e Danzus in 1 Tim. pag. 
246.394. lhefe and many more underhand that neither the 
Magiltrate nor the multitude of theChurch, nor (imply a great 
number, is meant by the Church Matth. 18. but the Elders or 
Ecclefiatticall fenate, who have the name of the Church, partly, 


(1. by aSynecdoche becaufe they are a chief part of the Church (as 


otherwhere the people or flock di(tin& trom the Elders, is çal- 
Jed che Church AG. 20. 28.) partly, becaufe of their eminent 
{tation and principall fun&ion in the Church, as we fay we 
have feen fuch amans Pi&ure, when haply tis but from the 
fhoulders upward: partly, becaufe the Elders a& in all matters 
ofimportance, fo as they carry along with them the know- 
ledgeand.confent of the Church. .( And therefore aceording to 
Salmeron his obfervation Tom. 4. part. 3. Trad. 9. Chrift would 
notíay, Tell the officers or Rulers of the Church, but Tell.ihe 
Church, becaufe an obftinate offender is not to be excommuni- 
cate fecretly or in a corner, but with the knowledge and con- 
fent of the whole Church: fo that for (triking of the finner 
with the greater fear and fhame, in regard of that knowledge 
and confent of the Church, the telling of the officers is called 
the telling of the Church: ) partly alfo, becaufe of the ordi- 
nary manner of {peaking in the like cafes; that which is done 
by the Parliament is done by the Kingdom, and that whichis 
done by the common Councell is done by the City. Among 
the Jewes with whom Chrift and his Apoitles were converfant 


this 


Chap.6 ordinante of Church-government vindicated. 407 — 


this mannerof fpeaking'wasufuall. Daneus ( where before 
‘cited ) citéth R. David Kimchi upon Ofe. 5. noting that the 
name of thehoufe of Tfrzel is often put for the Sazbedrin in 
Scripture. Tis certaine the Sanhedrin hath divers times the 
name Kabal inthe ‘Hebrew and éxxanoie in the Greek of the 
old Tefanient, Which is acknowledged even by thofe who 
liave contended for a kind .of popular Gevernment in the 
Church. See Guide unto Zion pag.5. Ainfworth in his Counter- 
potfon pag. 113. 


CuHap. VI. 
Of the power of binding and loofing Matth. 18. 18. 


‘GV Hey that doe notunderftand Matth. 18.17. of Excom- 
‘ ‘munication, are extreamely difficulted and fcarce know 
= whatto makelof that binding and loofing which is men- 
tioned in the words immediately following v. 18. verily F {ay 
unto you, whatfoever ye (ball bind on earth, [ball be bound in heaven, 
‘and whatfoever ye fball loofe on earth, {ball be loofed in beaven.Erasius 
and Grotius underftand it of a private brother, or the party of- 
fended ‘his binding or loofing of the offender. Bifhop Bilfon 
underftands it of a civill binding: or loofing by the Magiftrate, . 
‘whonr lie conceives to be meant by the Church verf. 17- Thefe 
-doe acknowledgea coherence and dependance between verf. 17. 
‘and 18. M: Prynne differing fromthem, doth not acknowledge 
this coherence, and ‘expounds the binding and loofing to be 
‘minifteriall indeed, but onely Do&rinall. Some others dif- 
fenting from all thefe, “doe referre this binding and loofing not 
toaperfon, buttoathing or Do&rine, whatfoever ye {ball bind, 
that is, whatfoever ye fhall declare to be falfe, erroneous, im-- 
pious; &c.  Sutliviw though he differ much from us in the In- 
“eerpretation Of verf. 15, 16, 17. yethe differeth as much (if not 
more) from thé Eraftians in the Interpretation of verf. 18. for 
he will have thebinding and loofing, to be Ecclefiafticall and 
fpirituall, not civill, to be Juridicall, not Do&rinell onely, 
xo be- A&s of Government committed to Apoftles, we 
and: 
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and Paftors: healloweth no fhareto ruling Elders, yet heal- 
loweth as little of the power of binding and loofing, eitherto 
the Magiitrace, or to the party offended. See him de Pre(byteris 
Cap.9.¢10. Sothat they can neither fatisfie themíelves nor 


others, concerning the meaning and the context. 


For the confutation of all thofe Gloffes, and for the vindi- 
-cation of the true {cope and fence ofthe Text, Y fhall firit ofall 
obferve, whence this phrafé of binding and loofing appearcth 
to havebeen borrowed, namely, both from the Hebrewes and 
from the Grecians. The Hebrews did afcribe to the Interpre- 
ters of the Law, Power, authority JON sear to bind, and "1 
aveny toloofe. SoGretiws tellsus on Mat. 16.19. The He- 
brews had their loofing of an Excommunicated perfon, which 
they called rayon NNI See Buxtorf. Lexic. Cbald. Talm. 
Rabbin. pag. 1 410. The Grecians alfo had a binding and 
loofing which was judiciall. Badeus and Stephanus on the word 
avo cite out of Ae {chines meidan rn porn Liga TETTE: Wapatvoreav , 
Quam primo fuffragio non abfolutus fuerit reus Tip napavóuwy. Apos 
was the ftone by which the Senators did give their fuffrage in 
judgement, It was either a blacke ftone,by which they did bind 
the finner and retaine his finne, and that ftone was called 
Å atvaspsure. ov uahaigoðra: Oritwasa white ftone,by which they 
.did loofe remit and abfolve :and that ftone was called 4 eer 


- w fassa : which was the thing that Tully calleth Solvere cri- 


„mine, So where it is faid, ber iniquity is pardoned la. 40. 2. the 
70 read afavmt dornei cpaptia y ber iniquity is Isofed. “And be- 

- caufe there isufually fome kind of expiation before a loofing 
and remitting of finnes, which expiation being performed the 
loofing follows, therefore the Grzcians called fuch neceflary 
„and requifit expiation by the name of voi that is, loofing : and 
they had their avers 9sei, they expiatory Gods, who did chief- 
lytake care of thofe expiations. 

That in Scripture the power of binding, is judicial] and au- 
thoritative, is cleared by my Reverend and Learned Colleague 
Matier Ruzberford in The Divine right of Church Government pag. 
234. 235.1 adde, that the word 128 unto which Grotius fends 
us, is afed for that binding or incarceration which is an act of 
corrective authority,as Gez.40.5 . Gen. 42. 16.19. 2 4Nwm. 15 34 

evit, 


= 
u 
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Levit. 24. 12. 2 Kings. 17. 4. Ifa. 42.7. Jer. 40. 1. Ezek. 3.25. 
It is alfo ufed for an authoritative prohibition Num. Y 1. 28. my 
Lord Mofes forbidthem. Thence OW. zuterditfum, a decree for- 

bidding fomewhat Daz. 6,7,8,9. i 
As binding and loofing are A&s of authority and power, fuch 
as doth not belong to any fingle perfon or brother offended, fo 
the binding and loofing mentioned Matth. 18.18, are A&s of 
Ecclefiafticall and fpirituall authority; belonging to the King. 
dom and Government of Chriit in his Church,but not belong- 
ing to thecivill Magiftrate. And as the authority is Eccleftatti- 
call and fpirituall, fo it is more than Do&rinall, it is a power 
of infli&ing or taking off Church Cenfures. Thefe two things 
$ I will endeavour to prove. 1. That this power of binding and 
loofing ng tog neither to private Chriítians nor to civill 
Magiítrates, but te Church Officers. 2. That this power is 
juridicall or forenficall, and not Do&rinall onely ; that is, that 
Church-Officers are here authorifed to bind with cenfures, or to 
loofe fromcenfüres, as there fhall be caufe. In both which we 
have Antiguityfor us. Which I doe the rather obferve bzcaufe 
Eraftus and Grotius alledge fome of che Antients, fortheir ex- 
poíition of Math. 18. 18. that this binding or loofing is by the 
offendedbrother. That which Axguftine, Origen, and Theophy- 
lat {ay of onebrotherhis binding orlooling,is but {poken tro- 
pologically, and not as the literall fence of the Text, yea, Theo- 
phyla in that paffage cited by Eraftus and Grotixs,doth diftin- 
guith between the Minifteriall or Ecclefiaíticall binding and 
loofing, and the party offended his binding and loofing. Non 
enim folim que folvunt facerdotes funt foluta, fed quecunque c nos 
ec. T beopbylatf doth alfo find excommunication in that Text 
[Ham autem (Ecclefiam) ft non audierit, tunc abjiciatar, ne fue 
malitie participes faciat alios. V further appeal to Auguftine him- 
felf Epift. 75. where {peaking of Excommunication and Ana- 
thems he diitinguifheth itfrom corporall punifhment, and after 
he hath fpoken ofthe temporall fword he addeth, Spiritualis an- 
tem pena, qua fit quod fcriptum eft, Que ligaveris im terra, erunt 
ligata & in celo, animas obligat. But tbe {pirituall punifoment, by 
which tbat thing is done whichis written, What thou fhalt bind on 
earth {ball be bound £n heaven, doth bind fours, Agiine in his 
r 1E 444 l {ixth 
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fixth Tome Jib. 1. contra acver[arium legis & prophetarum o ap. 17. 


(v) Ygnofcen: Cy ) he doth mot plainly interpret. Math. 18. 18. of Church 
di autem mife- dilcipline and binding by Cenfiure. as. 
ricors maafue- s E 

tudo, &c. non ad hoc valet ut fit iniquitas impunita, aut torpcns & dormiens. difciplina, 
quod potius obfit quam dii g ns vigilanfque vindicta. Claves quippe regni czlorum fic dedit 
Chriftus Ecclcfiz,ut non foiüm diceret Quze folveritis fuper terram, eunt (otue E in cele, 
vbi aperriffimé bonum, non malum pro malo reddit Ecclefia : verüm & adjungeret: Quzli- 
gaveritis in terra erunt ligata & in clo. quia bona elt & vindicandi juftitias Illud cnim quod 
ait, $1 nec Ecelefiam audi: Fit, fic tibi t@nquam ethnicus & publicanus » gravius eft quam fi 
gladio foriretur, fi flammis abfumeretur, fi feris fubrigeretuc. Nam ibi quoqac fubjuoxit,, 
‘Amen dico vobis qux ligaveritis fuper terram erunt ligata & in calis : uc intelligeretur quante 
gravius fit punitus qui velut reli&tus eft impunitus, 


(z) Hior.in (2) Hierome both in his Commentary upon Matth. 18. ed 
Manh. 18. 19, in his Epifileto Heliodorus, {peaketh of this power of binding 
Quia dixo as a judiciall forenficall power belonging to the Minifters or 
Siawem Ec Officers of the Church, by which they judge and cenfüre of- 


clefiam non 
audierit, fit fenders. 


tibi ficuc ethnicus & publicanus, & poterat contempteris fratris hzc occulta effe refponfie 
vel tacita cogitatio : fi me defpicis & ego te defpicio: fi tu me condemnis, & mea fenrentid 
condemnaberis: poreftatem tribuit Apoftolis, ucfciant qui àcalibus condemnantur, huma- 
nam fententiam divina fententia robe ruri, & quodcunque ligatum feeric in terra, ligari pari- 
ter & inczlo. Hier. Epiff. 1. 44 Heliod. — Abfiz vt de bis qu:cquam finift um loquar, qui apo- 
ftolico gradui fuccedences, Chrifti corpus facro ore conficiunt, per quos & nos CI riftiani 
fumus. Qui claves regni celorum habentes, quodammodo ante Judicii diem judicant, &c, 
Mihi ante Prefbyterum ( /egendum fortaffe Prefbyterium) federe non licct : illi 6 peccavero, lieet 
tradere me Satanz in interitum carnis, ut fpiritus falvus fit, Er in veteriquidenlege, qui- 
cunque facerdotibus non o5remperafltt, aut extra caflr1 pofitus, lapidabatur à populo, aut 
gladio cervice fubje&a, contemptum expiabat cruore : Nunc veiò inobediens, fpiritaalimu- 
erone truncatur, aut eje&us de Ecclefia, rabido demonum ore diícerpá:uc. 


But to fave my felf the labourof more citations, I take hel 
from Bifhop Bilfn, of the perpetuall Government of Cbrifls Church 
cap. 4. Where though he expound the binding and loofing 
Mattb. 18.18. to be A&s of the Magiltrate, yet he acknow- 
ledgeth ! hat the Antient writers leane vere much another way, 
and underftand that Text of the minifteriall and fpiritual] 
power of Excommunication, for which he citeth Chryfoft. de 
facerdotio lib. 5 . Ambrof-de penitent. lib. 1. c. 2. Hierom. in Matth. 
cap. 18. Hilar. in Mat. can. 18... Vnto thefe I alfo adde Ifidorus 
Peluftotain the third Book of his Epiiiles, Epift. 260. where he 


applyeth 
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applieth this Text Matth. 18, 19. to chis fence, that impenitent 
finners are to be bound, and penitent finners loofed, and thence 
argueth again{t the abfolving of a perjured perfon who had noc 
declared himfelf penitent, but had purchafed his abfolution by 
agitt. Nor can I pafle (bryfoflome upon this very Text, where he 
tells that Chrift will have fuch a one to be punifhed xai rit yrsg 
Div neepia xal Th excl kondret, both with a prefent Chaftifemeng 
and with a future punifhment, or both in earth and in heaven ; 
and would have the offender to fear vt» 43 rite éxxanoiag icGorhs, 
cafting out of the Church. Headdeth é eves é£ixoLev, he cuts 

not offimmediately, but after admonitions. 

I will now proceed to a further confirmation of the two pro- 
ofitions afore mentioned. Touching the frt, That this 
biting and loofing Matth. 18. 18. belongeth nei her to pri- 
vate Chriftians, nor tocivill Magittrates, but to Church Offi- 
cers, I clearit thus. Thereare two things by which ( as Schoole- 

men obferve) mens foules and confciences are bound, 1. They ;) 
are bound by their finnes. Prov.5. 22. His own iniquities fhall 
take the wicked himfelf, & be fball be holden with the cords of bis fins, 
AG. 8. 25. thou art in the bond of iniquity. 2. Men are boundby 
precepts Matth.23. 4- They bind heavy burthens and grievous to be 
born, and lay them on mens fboulders.. This binding by precept or 
law, fome take to be meant Exzech.3.25. O Sonne of man be- 
bald they fhal put bands upon thee,¢x (ball bind thee with them,that is, 
thou fhalt in vifion fee thy felt bound with bandsupon thee, to 
fignifie that Ihave forbidden thee to be a reprover to the rebelli- 
us houfe.So the Chaldee paraphrafe. Bue thou o Sonne of man, 
bebold F bave put my word upon thee, as a band of cords with whick 
they bind, and thou (halt not goe forth into tbe midft of them. Now in 
both thefe refpe&s the Scripture elfewhere doth afcribe to 
Church-Officers a power of binding and loofing. 1 In refpe& 
offinne Fo. 20. 23. Whofefoever fins yeremit theyareremitted un- 
to them, and whofefoever fin s ye vetaine they are retained. It is {pok- 
en to the Apoftles and their fücceffors in the Minifery of the 
Gofpell. Matth. 16. 19. I will give unto thee the Keyesofibe 
Kingdome of heaven : and wbstfoever thou {halt bind on earth, (hall 
be bound inheaven, and whatfoever thou fhalt loofe on earth {ball be 
loofed in heaven, Where the power of binding and loofing is 
Kkk 2 given 
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given tothe Apoftles, & Grotius upon the placecleareth it from 
2 Cor.§.19.20. God bath committed unto us the word of reconcilia- 
tion. Non then we are Ambaffxdours for Chrift. Sothat wefind 
in Scripture Church-Ofheers inabled and authorifed ex ficio ag 
the Heraulds and Ambaffadours of the King of Zion, to loofe 
from the bands of finne all repenting and beleiving finners, and 
to bind over to eternall juftice and wrath the impenitent and 
unbeleevers. 2 They are alfo authorifed, dogmatically and 
authoritatively to declare and impofe the will of Chriit, and to 
bind his precepts upon the fhoulders of his peeple AZetth.28: 20. 
as likewife to loofe them and pronounce them free from füch 
burthens, as men would impofe upon them contrary or befide 
the word of God 1 (or. 7.23.Àn example of both we have A&. 
15:28. TheSynod of the Apofiles and Elders bindeth upon 
the Churches fuch Burthens, as were neceffary by the Law of 
love for the avoiding of fcandall, but did pronounce the 
Churches to be free and loofed from other burthens which the 
Judaizing Teachers would have bound upon. them. Now 
therefore if we will expound Mattb. 18. 18. by other Scriptures 
Cit being the onely furet way to expound Scripture by Scrip- 
ture) it is manifeft and undeniable, that Church-Officers are by 
other Scriptures inabled and authorifed to bind & loofe in both 
thofe refpe&ts afore-mentioned. But we no where find in Scrip- 
ture, that Chrift hath given either to all private Chriftians, or 
to the civill Magiftrate, a Commiffion and Authority to bind 
orloofe finners; know a private Chriftian een and ought to 
convince an impenitent brother, and to comfort arepenting 
brother, ex charitate Chriftiana : Butthe Scripture doth not fay, 
that God hath committed to every private Chriftian the word 
of reconciliation, andthat all Chriftians are Ambaffadours for 
Chrift, nor is there a promife to ratifie in heaven the convi&i- 
ons or comforts given by a private Chrilftian : No more then a 
King doth ingage himfelf iz verbo principis to pardon fuch as 
any of his good Subjects fhall pardon, or to condemne fuch as 
any of his good Subjects fhall condemne: but a King ingageth 
himfelf to ratifie what his Ambaífadours, Commiffioners or 
Minillers fhall doe in his name and according to the Commif- 
Son which he hath given them to pardon or condemne. UG 
al 
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all this, if Chrift had meant here of the brother to whom the 
injury was don,his private binding or loofing,not condemning 
or forgiving, then he had kept the phrafe in the fingular num- 
ber, which Erafizs obferveth diligently all along the Text 
verí.15,16,17. But he might have: alfo obferved , that verf-18. 
carries the power of binding and loofing to a plurality, VVba2t- 
foever ye bind, erc. As for the Magifirate, it belongeth to him to 
bind with the cords of corporall or civill punifhments, or to 
loofe and liberat from the fame, as he thall fee caufe according 
to law and juftice. Bucthisdothn t belong to the fpirituall 
Kingdome of Jefus Chri; for his Kingdome is not of this 
. world, neither are the weapons thereof carnall but fpirituall. 
And befide the Magiftrate may lawfully and fometime doth - 
bind on punifhment , when the foule is loofed in Heaven, and 
thefinne remitted. Again, the Magi(trate may lawfully, and 
fometime doth loofe and abfolve from punifhment, when a 
mans foule is impenitent, and finne is ftill bound upon his 
confcience. Thereisno fuch promife that Cod will forgive 
whom the Magi(trate forgiyeth, or condemne whom the Magi- 
ftrate condemneth. Neither hath Cod any where in Scripture 
committed to the Magiftrate the Keyes of the Kingdomeof Hea- 
ven, or the word of reconciliation , as to the Ambaffadours of 
^. Chrift. 

Binding and loofing in the other fence by a dogmaticall au- 
thoritative declaration of the will of Chriit, is not fo princi- 
pally or dire&y intended 4dzitb. 18.18. as that other binding 
and loofing in refpe& of finne. Howbeit it is not to Le exclu- 
ded , becaufe the words preceding Verf'17. mention not onely 
the exgcution of Excommunication , Let bim be to thee as an 
Heathen man and a Publican; but alfo the Churches. judgement, 
and determination of the cafe, if be neglect to heare the Church, 
which words implie, that the Church hath:declared the will 
of Chrift in {uch a cafe, and required the offender to doe ac- 
cordingly , but he fhewing himfelfe unwilling and contuma- 
cious, asit werefaying inhis heart, I willbreake their bánds 
afunder, and calt away their cords from me, thereupon the. 
promife reacheth to thisalío, that what the Church hath de-. 
termined or impofed according to the will of Chrift fhall be 

ratified; 
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a Sutlivivs d: yacitied and approved in Heaven. a Now Chrithath no where 
presvyt.cap.t4 giyen aCommillion either to every particular Chriftian, orto 
p.19] ipod the Magillrate, to teach his people to obferve all things which 
cu qo m he hath commanded them, and authoritatively to determine 
s controverties of faith, or cafes of confcience. As in the old 
acccperunthre Teftament, the Priefts lips did preferve knowledge, and they 
enim pars eft were to feeke the law at his mouth, Mal. 2.5. fo inthe new Te 
ogi EE" ‘ftament the Minifters of Chrift have the Commiifion to make 
okolis ai; Known the counfell of God. 

P My fecond propofition that the power of binding and loo- 
fing Matth.18.18. is jaridicall or forenficall, and meant of ins 
fii&ing or taking off Ecclefiafticall Cenfures; this I will make 
good in the next place againft Mr Pryzze , who to elude the 
argument for Excommunication from Matth.x8. an(wereth two 
things concerning the binding and loofing there fpoken of. 
1. That thefe words have no coherence with, or dependence 
upon the former.2 That this binding and loofing is meant one- 
ly of preaching the Gofpell. Touching the firft of thefe, 1 
confeffe if by the Ghurch , verf: 17. be meant a civill Court of 
Juftices and by thofe words , Let bim be unto thee as an Heathen, 
zc. be meant no more but keepe no civill fellowfhip withhim 
(which is his fence of the Text) I cannot marvell that he could 
finde no coherence between verf.17. and verf:18. yet if there 
be no coherence between thefe verfes , the generality of Inter- 
preters have gone upon a great miftake of the Text,conceiving 
that Chrift doth here anticipatea great ob:e&ion , and adde a 
great encouragement in point of Church diíciplines for when 
the offender is excommunicated , ( that is all the Church can 
doe to humble and reduce him ) put the cafe he or others defpife 
the cenfürcs of the Church, What will your cenfiere doe ? faith 
Mr Huffy: To chat very thing Chrift anfwereth , It fhall be 
ratified in Heaven, and it fhall doe more then the binding of 
the offenders in fetters of Iron could doe. But let us heare what 
Mr Prynne faith againft the coherence of Text: becaufe ( faith 
he ) that ofbinding and loofing is ffolez onely to and of Chrifts 
difciples, as is evident by tbe parallel Text of Fob.20.23. not of the 
Fewifo Church. T 

Ic maketh the more againft him (T am fure) that its fpoken 
to 


commifit, 
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to and of Chrits Diíciples, for this proveth that the Church =» 
verf.17. is not the Jewish Sanhedrin , but the Chriftian Pre- _ 
bytery, then inüituted, and afterwards erected : and that the 
thing which makes one as an Heathen and a Publican, is bin- 
ding of his Annes upon him. And for the context, immediatly 
after Chrift had faid,I fhe neglect to bearetbe Church,let him be unto 
thee,érc. he addeth, Verily I fay unto you, whatfoever ye [ball bind 
on earth,éxc. The dependency is very cleare. A Chriftian ha- 
ving firit admonifhed his brother in private, then having taken 
two or three witnefles, after this having brought it to the 
publique cognizance of the Ecclefiafticall Confiftory , and after 
all that, the offender being for his obftinacy excommunicate 3 
here is the laft ftep, no further progreffe. Now might one 
thinke, what of all this? what fhall follow upon ic? Nay, 
faith Chrift, itfhall not be in vaine, it {hall be ratified in Hea- 
ven. Andasthe purpofe cohereth, fo that forme of words, 
Verily I fay unto you, is ordinarily ufed by Chrift to fignifie his 
continuing and prefling home the fame purpofe which he had 
Jaftmentioned, as Adatth.5.26. Mattb. 6.2. Mattb. 8.10. Matth. 
10.15. Matth.1 1.11. Matth.18.3. Matth.19.23,28. Matth.2 1.5 1. 
Mattb. 23.36. Matth.26.13. Mattb. 24.3 4,47. Marke 10. 15. 
£»12.43. 4r 13.30. Luke 12.37. and many the like paflages. To 
my belt obfervation , I have found no place where Chrifts Ve- 
vily I fay unto you, begins a new purpofe which hath no cohe- 
rence with nor dependency upon the former. 

- This coherence of the Text and the dependency of verf.18. 
upon that which went before ( which dependency is acknow- 
ledged by Eraftus , who perceiving that he could’ not deny the 
dependency, fancieth that the binding and loofing is meant of 
the offended brothers pardoning or not pardoning of the offen- 
der, Confirm. Thef: pag. 157.) doth alfo quite overthrow Matter 
Prynnes other anfwer, that this binding and loofing is onely- 
meant of preaching the Gofpell , and of denouncing remiffion 
of finnes to the penitent, and wrath to the impenitent. 

Nay, That poteftas clavium concionalis is inftituted’ in other 
laces: but here its poteftas claviisem difciplinelis , asisevident: 
irit, by the coherence of tlie Text, andby the taking of two- 

or three more ,.and.chen:telling ofthe thing to the Church 2 all 
which: 
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which intimateth a rifing as from one of two or three more , fo 
from them to the Church, which cannot be meant of one 
man, as hath been argued againit both Pope and Prelate, for 
no one man can be called a Church : neither hath one man 


the power of juriídi&ion; but one man hath the power of . 


preaching. - 

Secondly, the Apoftles, and thofe who fueceed them in the 
worke of the Mini(lery have the fame power of the Keys eom- 
mitted from Chriftto them minifterially , which Chrift hath 
committed from the father to him (as Mediator) authorita- 
tively. For in the parallel place, Fob.20.v. 21,23. where he 
gives them pania- remitting or retaining finnes, he faith, As 
my Fatber hath fent me , even fo fend I you. But the Father gave 
Chrift fuch a power of the Keyes, as comprehends a power of 
Government, and not meerely do&trinall, 1/2.22.21,22. Iwill 
commit the government into bis bandy&c. And the Keyes of the boufè 
of David rill I lay upon his [boulder. 


Thirdly, It may be proved alfo by that which immediately | 


followeth, verf. 19. Againe I fay unto you, that if two of you fball 
agree en earth cc. which cannot be meant of the power of prea- 
ching; for neither the efficacy of preaching, northe ratifica- 
tion of it in Heaven , nor the fruit of it on Earth, doth de- 
pend upon this, that two preachers muft needs agree in the 
famething. But it agreeth well to the power of Difcipline, 
concerning which it anfwereth thefe two obje&ions. Firft, it 


might be faid, the Apoftles and other Church-governours may - 
fall to be very few in this or that Church where the offence’ 


rifeth ; fhall we in that cafe execute any Church-difcipline ? 
Yes, faith Chrift, if there were but two Church-officers in a 
Church (where no more can be had) they are to exercife Difci- 

linejand it fhall not be in vaine. Againe,it might be objected, 
E they two or three, or more, what if they doe not agree a- 
mongthemfelves? To that he anfwereth, there muft be an a- 


|] greement of two Church-officers at leaft, otherwife the fen- 


tence fhall be null; we can not fay the like of the do&cinall 


power of binding or loofing, that it is of no force nor validity 


unleffe two at leaft agree in the fame doctrine, as hath been faid; 
two muft agree in that fentence or cenfure , which is defired to 
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be ratified in Heaven, and then they binding on Earth, and. 
unaninioufly calling upon God to ratifie itin Heaven, it fhall 
be done. l i mo 
Fourthly, this binding and loofing can not goe without the ` 
Church, it is applicable to none but a Church member or aBro-' 
ther. So the threed of the Text goes along from verf-15.3€ thp’ 
Wother trefpaffe againft thee, and verf. 16. thou haft gained 
thy Bother. And when it is faid, Tell the Church, it is fuppofed 
that the offender isa member of the Church , over whom the: 
Church hath authority, and of whom there is hope that he’ 
will hearethe Church. And when it is faid, Let bim be unto thee 
as an Heathen man and a Publican, itis fuppofed that formerly 
he was notunto us as an Heathen man and a Publican. For 
thefe and the like reafons Toftatus in Adatth.18 .queft.g1. and 
divers others hold that this rule of Chrift is mot applicable to 
thofe who are without theChurch. But if the binding and 
loofing be meant onely of preaching the Gofpell , as Mafter 
Prynne would have it, then it were applicable to thofe that are 
not yet baptifed nor made Church members, for unto fuch the 
Gofpell hath been and may be preached. The binding and 
loofing which is proper to a Brother or to a Church member, 
muft be a juridicall power of cenfures, of which the Apoflle 
faith, 1 Cor.5.12. What bave I to doe to judge them alfo that are 
without ? Doe not ye judge them that are within? Therefore Chry- 


foftome Fom.61. in Mattb. (according to the Greeke Hom.60.) ` 
doth parallel AZattb.18. with i Cor.5. proving that this rule of 


Chriit is not applicable to one that is without, but onely to a 
brother. Which Paul alfo faith in thefe words , What have Ito doe 
to judge them alfa that are without ? But be commandctb us to con- 
vince and reduce brethren, % amreesew ph messo ves and to cut off 
the difobedient : this be (Chrift) doth alfo in this place. Theopbylatt 
alfo on Mattb. 18. noteth the fame reftri&tion of this rule of 
Chrift to a Chriftian Brother. 

Fifthly, this binding power is not to be made ufe of , till all 


other meanes have been effayed, ante tentandz omnia faith Mun- ` 


fierus, frh a privateadmonition, then before witnefles , then 


the matter is brought to the Church , the Church declareth and 


- judgeth, the offender neglecteth to heare che Church , then 


d 


after . 
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after all this commeth the binding, which muft needs bea 
binding with cenfures ; for that binding which Matter Prynne 
fpeakes of , the denouncing of the wrath of God againft the 
impenitent , by the preaching ofthe Gofpell, is not, neither 
ought to befufpended or delayed upon fuch degrees of pro- 
cecding. 

Sixthly, this binding and Joofing is not without two or three 
witnefles,verf. 16. But that of two or three witneffes relateth ^ | 
to a foreníicall or judiciall proceeding , as Mr Prynne himfelte 
telsus. Thefe witnefles may be brought before the Ecclefiatti- 
call court, eitherto prove the offenders contumacy being ad- 
monifhed, or to prove the fcandalous fact it felfe, which was 
from the beginning knowne to two or three witnefles, accor- 
ding to the fence of Schoolmen, expreífed in the precedent 
Chapter. 

Seventhly, this phrafe of binding and loofing is taken both 
from the Hebrews, and from theGrecians. But both the He- 
brews and the Grecians ufed thefe words in a juridical] fence, as 
I obferved in the beginning. 

Eighthly, that the binding and loofing Matth.18.18. is juri- 
dicall, not do&rinall , belonging to the power of jurifdi&ion, 
not of order, is the fence of the ancients above cited, as like- 
wile of Scotus lib. 4. Sent. Dift.19. uefl. 1. art. 5. Toftatus in 
Matth.18. Queft.113. yeathe current both of Schoolmen and 
of Interpreters, as well Proteftant, as Popith, runneth that 
way. It were too long to cite all. Yea further Salmafius in appar. 
ad lib. de primatu prp.2¢6 underfands the binding and looting 
Matth.16.19. Fob. 20.23. of Difcipline. So Waleus Tom.1. pag. 

92. So divers others. From the fame places Aretinus Theol. probl. 
1oc.133. de excom. draws Excommunication as an Ordinance of 
Chriit. From the fame two Texts Fob.20.23.and Mattb. 16.19. 
Diony ftus Areopagita de Ecclefizflica Hierarchia cap.7. fed.7. doth 
prove that Chri hath committed unto the Miniters of the 
Church ws dgcesids Swdpes His ancient Scholiaft Maximus 
upon that place tels us, that he {peaks avi W arowa: ngur i aço- 
acu of excommunications and feparations,or (as he there further _ 
explaineth ) the judging and feparating between the righteous 
and the wicked. Sa/merov upon Matth. 16.19. thinks that the 
latter 
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latter part of that verfe, And whztfoever thou (halt binde on Exr;b, 
crc. doth belong to the power of jurifdi&ion and cenfure : 
Hugo de 8 Vittore de Sacramentis lib.t. cap.26.doth alfo expound 
— Mab. 16.19. of the forenticall power of Excommunication. 
Now if in thefe places binding and loofing, remitting and 
retaining finnes comprehend a juridicall power of laying 


on or taking off Church cenfüres ; how much more mufi this- 


Juridicall power be comprehended Matth. 18.18. where the 
context and circam(üances will much more enforce this fence, 
then in the other two places? thisbinding and loofing being 
alfo in the plurall number, Whatfoever ye bind,c»c. not in the 
fingular, as the phrafe is Martb.16.19.. Whatfoever thou fhalt bind 
éc. OneMinifter may bind do&rinally, but one alone can not 
' bind juridically. 

Ninthly, the very doctrinal! or concionall binding which is 


yeelded by Mr Pryzze , is voyded and contradicted by the ad- py 


milfion of known fcandalous impenitent finners to the Sacra- 
ment: for he that 1s admitted to the Sacrament is loofed, not 
bound; remiffion, not condemnation is fuppofed to be fealed 
up to him, as is nianifeft by che words of the Inftitution, Matth. 
26.27,28. Drinke ye all of it, for this is my blood of the New Tefta- 
ment, which is hed for many for the remiffion of finnes. So chat 
without a power of binding by cenfüres , and namely by fuf- 
penfion from the Sacrament, oneand the fame fcandalous im- 
penitent perfon fhall be bound by the word, and loofed by the 
Sacrament. Surely he that isto be bound by the word, ought 
alfo to be bound by fufpenfion from the Sacrament, unleffe we 

make one publique Ordinance to contradi& another. | 
Tenthly, doth Mr Prynue believe that Jefus Chrift hath any 
where given to Church-officers a forenficall or juridicall power 
of binding by Excommunication , and loofing by Abfolution 
or receiving againe into the communion of the Church ? If he 
doth believe it, then I aske where hath Chri? committed that 
power unto them, if not £Mattb.18? If he doth not believe that 
Chrift hath given any fuch power, then why doth he hold Ex- 
commmenication to be lawfull and warrantable by the Word of 
God? Moft certaine it is, that neither King ,. nor Parliament, 
- no- Elderfhip , nor Synod, nor any poweronearth, may or 
, . Ella ought 


419 


420 


Aarons Rod bloffoming,Or the Divine Book 3 


ought to prohibite or keepe backe from the Sacrament füch as 
Chrift hath not commanded to be kept backe, or to bind finners 
by Excommunication, if Chriit hath given no fuch commiffion 
to bind in that kind. 
Eleventhly, it may give us fome light inthis prefent Quefti- 


‘On, to compare the phrafe of binding and loofing M/ztth.18.19. 
"with Pfalm 149.6,7,8,9. Let the high praifes of God be in their 


month , and-atwe-edged Sword in their band, to execute vengeance 


‘upon the Heathen and pnnifoments upon the people, To bind their 
‘Kings with chaines, and their Nobles with fetters of Iron,To execiste 
‘pon them the judgement written a This bonour bave all bis Saints. 


Which both Jewifh and Chriftian-Interpreters referre to the 
Kingdome of Chrift, out of whofe mouth proceedeth a two- 
edged Sword, Revel. 1.16. G 2.12. foygata Jou, the phrafe 
uled in the Greeke verfion of Pfalm 149. Jf it fhould be under- 


flood of temporall or externall vi&ories and conquefts of the 


Nations and their Kings;fo it was not fulfilled to the Jews in the 
old Teftament; and the Jewes.doe now but in vaine flatter 
themfelves with the expe&ation of fucha thing to come. There 


are but two expofitions which are moft received and confir- 


med. The firft is, that the Saints fhall judge the world toge- 
ther with Chrift 1 Gor..6.2. and then vengeance fhall be execu- 
ted on the wicked, and all they who would not have Chrift 
to reigne over them fhall be bound hand and foot and caft into 
utter darkneffe. This is the fence of Arnobius upon the place, 
and the Jefuits of Doway, Emmanuel Sa, Fanfenius , Lorinus, 
Menochius goe that way. The other Expofition holds an ac- 
complifhment of the thing in this fame world, and this in a 
Spirituall fence , concerning the Kingdome of Chrift in this 
world, isholden by Calvin , Bucer, VVeflmeberus , Hefbufius, 
Gefnerus, Fabritius and others. So the Dutch Annotations, 4z- 
guftine and Hierome , both of them upon the place, take the 
fword, and the chaine, and fetters to be meant of the word of 
God conquering and overconiming aliens, and Hereticks, and 


the mightieft enemies; which others cleare from Ifa. 45. 14. 


Men of ftature foal come over unto thee, and they fball be thine,they 
fhall come after thee , in chaines they fhall come over. But becaufe 
the Pfalmjft maketh mention of a corrective or punitive judi- 

j ciary: 
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ciary power, therefore others adde for making the fence more 
full, the power of excommunication; for which Lorinus citeth 
Bruno, and Hugo Vittorinws. Of the Proteftant Interpreters up- 
onthe place, Gefnerm ,applieth it to the power of the Keyes, to 


' bemade ufe of according to that which is written Math. 18. 


F abritius conceiveth the Text to comprehend caftigationes fpiri- 
tuales, and he citeth Math. 16.19. Math. 18. 18. Io. 20. 23. 
Hefbufius cleareth it by the Inftance of Theodofius excommunicated 
by Ambrofe, Matter Cotton in his Keyes of the Kingdom of heaven 
pag. 53. applyeth it to the Ecclefia(ticall power of the Keyes. 
Bartholomeus Coppen underftands it of the {pirituall rule and 
Kingdom of Chrift, and makes it paralell to 2 Cor. 10. 4. the 
weapons of our warrefare arc uot carnall but mighty through Godta the 
pulling downe of ftrong holds, verl. 6. and having in veadineffe tore- 
venge all difobedience. This judiciary Ecclenaíticall power is to 
be executed upon all fuch of the nations as fall under the Go- 

vernment of the Church according to the ruleof Chrift. And 

this honour have all his Saints, that their Miniiters are armed 

witha power. They that follow this latter expofition will be 
eafily induced to beleive that the binding and loofing Mat. 18. 
19. is alfo judiciall or juridicall : They that follow the for- 
mer expolition, will alfo obferve that the phrafe of binding in 

Scripture, even where it is aícribed tothe Church or Saints, is 
ufed in ajudiciary fence, and therefore it is moft futable to the 


‘Scripture phrafe to underftand Mat. 18, 19.-in that fence. 


Astouching that other Expofition of the binding and loofing, 
that the obje& it is-exercifed about, is not a perfon,. but.a 
thing or Do&rine, for it is not faid Whomfoever but »batfoever ‘ye 
bind: lt is fufhciently confuted by tmuch of that which hath 
been faid already, proving a forenficall binding and loofing 
even of perfons. Oriely I fhall adde thefe further confiderati- 
ons. Firft, the binding and loofing are A&sof the power of 
the Keyes, and are exercifed about the fame object, about which 
the power of the Keyes is exercifed Math. 16. 19. Now the 

ower of the Keyes is-exercifed about perfons, for the King- 
dom of heaven is opened or fhut to perfons, not to Do&rines. 
Ifit be faid that the Keyes are for opening and fhutting, not for 
binding and loofing, to this! anfwer with -Alexr. Alenfis part 
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Book 3 
4. Queft. 20. Membr.5.that thefe Keyes are as well for- binding and 
loofing as for (Putting and opening; but tbe AG of binding and loofing 
doth agree tothe Keyes immediately and in refpect of the fubjeE 5 but 
the att of opening in reference to the laft end. Ibid. Membr. 2. He 
had given this reafon why the power of the Keyes is called the 
power of binding and loofing, becawfe although to opcm and {hut 
be the more proper Acts of the Keyes themfelves, yet nevertheleffe to 
loofe and bind are the more proper Alts in reference to thafe who are 
to enter into the Kingdome, or to be excluded from the fame; for the 
perfons themfelves which doe repent, are the fab ect of loofing: and they 
that repent not, of binding. Which is not fo of opening and (butting; 
for although the opening be to tbofe that are loofed, and the {butting to 
tbofe that are bound; yet thofe that are loofed are not the fubject of 
opening ( æ to the manner of {peaking nor thofe that are bound, the 
Subject of foutting. So then antecedently binding and loofing are 
A&s of the power of the Keyes, becaufe a man is bound before 
he be fhut up,and loofed before the door be opened to him. 

Secondly, that Gloffe which now I defpute againít, doth fup- 
pofe one of thefe two things: either thatbinding and loofing 
cannot be exercifed upon the fame object at different times, and 
that the binding is fuch as can never be loofed againe; or other- 
wife that one and the fame do&rine may be condemned at one 
time; and approved at anothertime.Both which are abfurd, and 
contrary to the generality of Divines. 

Thirdly, feeing the Scripture fpeaketh of binding and 
looling in reference to perfons, as corporally, fo fpiritually, 
which | have before proved.. Why then, fháll perfons be ex- 
cepted from being the obje& of binding and loofing Marth. 18 ? 

Fourthly, that of binding andloofing Mat. 18. 18. doth co- 
here with and is added by occaíion of that which went before,as 
is alfo before proved. If this concerning the context be acknow- 
ledged, it will carry it to perfons; for it-was an offending bro- 
ther, nota falfe Doétrine, which was fpoker of in the verfes 
preceding. 

Fifthly, binding and loofing here doth at leaft reach as farre 
as retaining or remitting of finnes Ie. 20. 23. but thereitis 
Whe ver finnes ye remit, éc. They whofe finnes are retained, 
rine Beate ed > ; 


Wherefore 
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. Wherefore $e whztfiever Mat. 18. 18. is put for 9% whom- 
forever, by an Hypallage generis, many examples whereof dina A 
given in Scripture : fo m Wia To. 1. 11.is expounded by oi 14 : 
and all things that offend Mat. 13. 41. expounded by them that doe 
iniquity. Vnleffe you pleafeto underftand ira cuapripars,mbat- 
faver finnes ye bindupon men or loofe from off them, they 
fhall be bound upon them or Joofed from off them in heaven. 


CHAP. VII. 


That 1 Cor.5. proveth Excommunication and ( by ane- 
ceffary confequence even from the Eraftian Interprc- i 
tation ) Sufpenfion from the Sacrament of a perfon | 
unexcommunicated. 


After Prynne in his firk Quere did aske whether that 

Musae I (or. 5. To deliver {uch a one to Sathan, bepro- 

perly meant of excommunication or fufpenfion from the Sacra- 

ment onely. This, he faith, I did in my Sermon wave with a 

rhetorical preterition.] an{wer for the latter part of the Quere, 

I know not the leaft ground, for whodid ever expound it of 

fufpenfion from the Sacrament onely? for the former part of ir, 

its not neceflary to be debated, therefore for husbanding time 

and not to multiply Queftions unneceffarily, | {aid in my Ser- 

mon, that the Queftion oughtto be whether that Chapter (not 

whether that phraíe) prove excommunication ; and that we 

have a fhorter way to prove excommunication from the lat 

words of that Chapter as Do&or Moulin doth in his Vates lib. 2. 

cap. 11. And if] fhould grant that delivering fach a on? to Sa- 

than fignifieth either of thole things which Mafter Pryzze 

'conceiveth, that is, a bodily poffeifion, torture, or vexati- 

on by Sathan, infli&ed either by the apoftolicall power of ! 

| miracles, or by Gods immediate permiffion: yet that will 

| not prove that it fignifieth no more. Therefore Peter Martyr 

upon the place, thinks that the Apofiles delivering of the 

man to Sathan by a miraculousact, and the Churches deliver- ) 

|» ing of him to Sathan by Excommunication,doe very well fland JJ 

| together. So Synop. pur. Theol. difp. 48. Thef 40 and he allov 3 
eth 
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eth of both thefe expolitions; and afterward in his common 
lace of excommunication he {peaketh of Gods cooperating 

with the Church cenfure, by punifhing the Excommunicate. 
perfon with diabolicall vexations. Sure Tam an excommuni- - 
cate perfon may truly be faid tobe delivered to Sathan, who is’ 
the God and Prince ofthis world and reigneth in the Children 
of difobedience. But Matter Pryzze will find himfelf difficulted. 
to prove that tradere Satane 1 Cor. s. is onely meant of a mira- 
culous or extraordinarya&, or tofhew how or why the Apo- 
file requirech the Affembling of the Church and their confent to 
the working of a miracle. Which ( ifthere were no more)may 
difcover the weakneffe of Mafter Pryzzes notions concernin 
delivering to Sathan 6, 7, 8. But as the full debate were Iong, È 
it were not neceffary, fince Malter Prynge doth now himfelf 
acknowledge that the laft verfe of that Chapter proveth excom- 
munication, vindic.pag.2. come therefore to the next, which” 
he calls the fourth difference, whether 1 Cor. 5. 11. with fuch an 
one no not to eat, be properly meant of excommunication or 
fufpenfion from the Sacrament. But ( whatfoever be properly 
nieant by that phrafe ) that which his debate driveth at, is, that 
this verie doth neither prove excommunication nor fufpenfion 
from the Sacrament fo much as by neceffary confequence. 

Butlet us fee whether his reaíons can weaken the proof of 
Sufpention fromverf. 11. firft he faith there is not one fyllable 
of receiving or eating of the Lords Supper in this Chapter. I 
anfwer, the queftion is neither of fyllables nor words but of 
things, and how will he prove that verf 8. Let us keep the feaft, 
not with old leavon, ec. isnot applicable to the Lords Supper, I 
fay notto it onely, yet furely it cannot be excluded, but mutt 
needs becomprehended as one part, yea, a principall part of 
the meaning, the better to anfwer the Analogy of the pafleover, 
( there-much infifted upon. ) He may be pleafed alfo to remem- 
ber chat he himfelf pag. 2 4. proving the paffeover and the Lords 
Supper to be the fame for the {ubfiance, for proof hereof citeth . 
J Cor. 5.7. and that Aretinus Theal probl. loc. 80. expoundeth 
our Fea.t of the Paffeover 1 for. 5. to be meant of the Lords 
Supper. 

Bat hefurther ob;eteth from 1 Cor. 10. 16, 17. We age all 


partakers 
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partakers of that one Bread; if all were then partakers of this Bread, 
certainly none were excluded from it in the Church of Corinth; 
but at the Ifraelites under the Law, did all eat the (amie fpirituall 
Meat, and all Drinke the fame fpiritnall Drinke though God 
were difpleafed with many of them, who were Idolaters , temp- 
_ ters of God, fornicaters, murmurers, and were deftrayed in the wil- 
derneffz. x Cor. 10. 1.to 12. fo all under the Gofpel who were 
viftble members of che Church of Corinth, did eat and drink the Lord: 
Supper to which fome drunkards whiles drunken did then vefort, as is 
clear by 1 Cor. 11. 20. 21. Which Paul indeed reprebends ver{.22. 

Anfw.1 When Paul faith, we being many are one bread andone 
body, for we are all partakers of that one bread, he fpeaketh of the 
communion of Saints,& the word all can be of no larger extent 
then vifible Saints, to whom the Epiítle is dire&ted 1 Cor. 1.2. 
and cannot be applyed to vifible workers of iniquity, who con- 
tinue impenitentand obftinate info doing. As we may joyn in 
communion with a vilible Church, which hath the externall 
markes of a Church, though it be not a true invifible Church ; 
fo wejoyne with vifible Saints to become one body with them 
in -externall Church communion and to be partakers of one 
bread with them, though they be not true or invifible Saints in 
the hid man ofthe heart. But if thefe be vifibly no Church,we 
cannot joyne in Church Communion;- and if a man be vifibly 
no Saint, he ought not to be admitted to the communion of 
Saints. _ I fhall never be perfwaded, that the Apoftle Paul 
. | would fay of himfelfe and the Saints at Corinth, We are one body 
with known Idolaters, F ornicators, Drumhards and the like. 

2 lf all in the Church of Corinth, (none excluded ) . even 
| drunkards whiles drunken, and’ if all under the Gofpell who 
are vifible members of the Church ought to be admitted to eat’ 
the fame fpirituall meatand drinke the fame fpirituall drink at 
the Lords Table, as he fuppofeth that in the wilderneffe all the 
Ifraclites did the.like, who wereldolaters, Fornicators, &c.: 
Then I befeech you obferve how Matter Prynne doth by all this 
overthrow his owne rules;for pag.2 and elfewhere he tells us he 
‘would have notorious fcandalous finners who after admoni- 
tion perfevere in their iniguities without remorfe of confcience 
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or amendment to be excommunicated from the; Church dnd. , 
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from the fociety of the faithfull in all publike Ordinances? If 
both in the Church of Ifrael and in the Church of Corinth, all’ 
were admitted and none excluded, even thofe who were Idola- 
tersor drunkards, whiles a&ually fuch without repentance or 
amendment ; how can Mafter Prynne ftraiten Chriftians, now 
more.then Mofes did the Jewes, or Paw! the Corinthians ? Since 
therefore his Arguments drive at it, its beft he fhould fpeak it 
out, that all manner of perfons who profeffe chemfelves to be 
Chriítians , be they never fo fcandalous, never fo obftinate, . 
though they perfevere in their iniquity after admonition with- 
A amendment, yet ought to be admitted to the Lords 
Table. i 
3 Hefhall never be able to prove either that thofe drunken. 
perfons 1 Ger. 11. 21. were drunken when they did refort to | 
the Church, (for it was in the Church and in eating and drink- 
ing there, that they made themfelves drunke ) nor yet that the 
Idolaters and Fornicators in the wilderneffe their eating of the 
fpirituall meat and drinking of the fpirituall drinke mentioned 
by the Apoftle 1 Cer. 16. was after their Idolatries and Forni- 
cations: But ef this latter, Ihave elfewhere {poken diftin&ly 
andby it felf. 
4 To fay that all who were vifible members of the Church 
of Corinth were admitted, and none excluded, and to fay it 
with a certaiuly is to make £oobold with Scripture. Andthe 
contrary will fooner be proved from 1 Cor. 10.21. ye cannot 
drink the cup of the Lord and the cup: of Devills : ye cannot be partak- 
ers of the Lords Table and of the Table of Devilli. So much for his 
firft exception. | 
His fecond is concerning perfons (but not tothépurpofe) that 
if we looke upon the catalogue of thofe with whom we are for- 
bidden to eat, not onely fhall moft of the Anabaptifticall and 
Independent Congregations,but too many Prefbyterian mini- 
fters and Elders, who are moft foreward to excommunicate 
others for Idolatry, Fornication, Drunkennefle,: muft firit be 
excommunicated themfelves for their owne covetoufneffe. 45i. 
Let it light where it may;Minifters doe not ftand nor fall to his 
Judgement : but where juft proof can faften either covetouf- 
nefle or any other ícandalousfinne upon them, its all the rea- 
| fon 


-with fuch a one, which ismore than eating together and fo 
much leffepermitted: and whatisthat ? (eating togetherbeing Wii adnate) 
: 3 
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fon in the world they becenfured with thefirft. If I had fallen 
upon this paffage of hisbook without knowing the author, I 
had prefently imagined itto be a peece from Oxford, ic callsto 
my thoughts fo many expreffions in Pamphlets from thence, 


_afperfing London and Weftminfter, as more full of covetouíneffe, 


rin hypocrifie, then Oxford of bloody Qathes, Maffes and 
the like. He gei T 
Thirdly, faith he,it er as clear as the noone day fanne, that, no not 
toest, inthis Text is no more, then not to keep company, or bold civill 
familiarity with fuch. What? ascleare as the noon day fun? 1 
let us open our eyesthen tofee this meridian light; firft faith he, (o) Pe 
no not toeat, is interpreted in the Text it felf by ot 20 keep cons cap, 4. ^3 . 


pany, which we find twice in the preceding words, eating to- 175.041.164 


gether being one of the higheft expreflions of outward friend- giving the 
[hip and familiarity. Had the Apoftle faid fimply, sor teet, Pce of this 


this Argument had been the more colourable, but after he had they mc 
ed; 


twicelaid, mot10 keep company, to adde no not to eat, {b ) doth ita exchudentur 
plainly intimate that the Apoftle argueth from the effe to the 4 communione 


reater, and that there is fome other fellowfhip and company Dir, ut 
nen modo arce» 


amur ab ufu 


as Matter Pryzae faith one of the higheft expreffions of outward fed erin j come 
friend(hip and familiarity.) Muft it not be communion in the mercié, ne cibus 
holy things, and efpecially the receiving fuch a one to the {idem cum iis 
Lords Table? as ifhe had faid, If fcandalous ‘brethren be fpots P7#ur. Nova- 
in yourcommon, how much more in your facred Fealts? for fes cis c 
which caufe the mixture of fcandalous períons in Church fel- ech the ho 
lowfhip is extreamly blamed 2 Pet. 2. 13. Indew. 12. Put cafe fles meaning 
thata Parliament man or a Divine of the Affembly were known in thefe words 
( as God forbid’) to be an Incendiary, an a&ive malignant; a Ue " 
traytor, a blafphemer, fo that no raher Parlianient manor gy, dep 
Meniber of the Affembly would eat or company with Him veré reperiuntur. 
itnorftrange, if for all that fnch 'a'one fhould be permitted t6 non Glim sa. 

fit in Parliament or in Affembly ?Ts it notas frange if the whole mentanum jy 
Church diftributively fhall not fo much as eat with a{eandalous ee fa iam) 
perlon, and yet the whole Church 'Golle&tvely fall eat with’ sala 7 
him, in that very a&ion which ‘is a fymbole of the communi6n ‘erubelcas fui 
of Saints? So that if Tfhould now admitthat fence, ‘that the vitatur c fe 

f Sain ne words “tigate ` 
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words zo not to eat amount to no more then 7t to keep company, 
or bold civil familiarity with fucb,( as Mt.Prynne Pearls it) yet 
the Argument will itand firme and. ftrong in regard of thisne- 
ceffary confequence. Ifaprivate Chriftian ought not to hold 
fo much as civill fellowfhip with a{candalous brother not ex- 
communicated, much leffe ought the Church to admit him to 
Church communion in all publike Ordinances; (there being 
leffe latitude, & the rule much ftrifter in this Communion than 
in private civill fellowfhip, ) & if we be forbidden to do fo much 
as to eat with fuch a oneat a common meal, guanto magis con- 
vittu facro faith Parews upon the place, how much more is the 
€ hurch forbidden to receive him to the Lords Table ? for if the 
end of avoiding private company with fuch a one beto make 
him afhamed, as the Era(tians themfelves doe confeffe from | 
2 Thef3. 14. wereit not contrary to that end.to countenance 
and embolden him by receiving him to publike Church com- 
munion at the Lords Table? Surely the refufing of the private 
could not fonwch puthimto frame, as the admitlion tothe 


- publike fhould put refpe&s upon him... Wherefore 1 Cor. 5. 11. 


as it is interpreted by Matter Prynne proveth by a neceffary con- 
fequence the Sufpenfion from the Sacrangnt of afcandalous 

Church-Membernot excommunicated.-- |... - | 
If his next reafon help him not, furely his fun will go down 
atnoon, He citeth fome paralell Texts, which interpret zot to 
eathere, of avoiding them, turning away from and rejecting 
them, &c. which are no judicial! a&s.of the Prefbytery, but 
mofall or prudentiall- a&s of particular. Chrifians. Anfw. 
There is a judiciall Prefbyteriall a&, (as very many conceive) 
in fome of thofe paralell Texts cited by him 2 Theff 3.14. Tit. 3. 
10.andío his proof is nolefle queftionable, then the thing he 
would prove by it, And here the Apoftle intendeth -more then 
avoluntary prudentiall withdrawing of particular Chriftians, 
eyen a judiciall act, in the very next words, What have I to doe 
tojudgethem alfo- that are without? doe notye judge them that are 
within ?where hegives-the reafon of what he had faid before, 
that he had written to them not to be mixed with fcandalous 
brethren, permitting . them. to. keep company with Pagans 
though.gnity of the fame faults. The safon, hector. 
cenfurs 
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cenfüres areonely for thofe that are Church-members not for i 
aliens. : 

After Mr Prynne hath put forth his ftrength to prove that Ex- 
communication or Sufpenfion from the Sacrament is not meant 
I Cor.5.11. hecomes in thenext place to anfwer the argument 
drawn by confequence. If we may not fo much as eate with 
{uch a one at our owne Tables, farre leffe at the Lords Table. 
Whereunto his anfwer is, The argument is fallacious , faith he, 
becanfé it varieth in tbe kinde of eating 5 the oue beiizg civill, the other 
fpirituall s the one private in ones owne honfe , or anothers , where be 
hath abfalete freedome or liberty to eate or not to eate with another, 
the otber publike in the Church, cc. Butall this (fay TV) maketh 
our argument the ftronger; for if itbe [inne to a private. man 
to eate in his owne houfe with a fcandalous brother , though 
this be but a civill fellowfhip in which there is more liberty and 
leffe latitude than in religious fellowfhip; how much more fin- 
full is it for Church-officers to admit fuch a one to .Sacramen- 7) 
tall eating with the Church? 

And for that fir rule of his,that arguments from the leffe t 
the greater are not conclufive, except in the fame kind of action, 
its utterly untrue. For the holy Scripture it felfe hath divers 
arguments from the leffe to the greater, where the kind is no 
lelle different, if not more, than private civill eating together 
is from publique eating together at the Table of the Lord, as 
Numb.12.1 4.. If Miriams father had {pit in her face , fhould the 
not be afhamed feven daies? how much more when God hath 
{mitten her with leprofie for {peaking againft his fervant Mofes? 
H=12.1.4. youhave built to your felves ceiled houfes,how muclr 
more ought ye to have built the houfe'of the Lord? Feb.3.12. If 
I bave told you earthly things, and ye believe not,bow fhall ye believe 
if I tell yon of Heavenly things? 1 Cor.6.3.Know ye not that we {ball. 
judge Angels ? hore much more things that pertain to thie life è 

His {fecond exception is, that they fali mot both under the' felf- 
fame precept. IF this be ajuft exception againft our argument; 
then ore cannot argue thus, Its a finne to fteale a mans pri- 
vate goods, how much nore to fteale that which is holy? Its 
a finne to reproach a mans name, how much more to re- 
proach Gods Name ?.Thefe doe not fall under the fife- 
b fame 
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fame precept? fhall fach arguments be therefore inconcludent ? 
Whence comes all this new logick which the world never knew 
before? | . 
His third condition (let it be remembred he faith, if either of 
thefe three conditions faile , the argument is inconfegent ) is, 
that it muk be within the compaffe of che fame power. If it be 
ío, how fhall that hold univerfally true? Hrw much better is it to 
get wifdome then Gold? and to get under{tanding rather to be chafen 
then Silver ? By Mr Prynwes rule it muft onely hold true in this 
cafe, when it fals within the compafle of the fame power to get 
both Wifdome and Gold ? However if he had apprehended our 
argument aright,he had perceived that the leffer thing, and the 
greater thing are both within the compaffe of the fame power. 
The Church of Corinth ought not to eate with fuch a one at 
common Tables: therefore notat theLords Table. Forthis 
refufing to eate with fuch a one at common Tables, was by 
vertue of a judicial! Ecclefiafticall fentence pafled asainft the 
{candalous perfon. So that when Mr Prynne faith We have free 
power not to eate Bread with tbofé ar our own Tables , with whom we 
have no power or liberty left us by Chrift , to refufe to eate with them 
at the Lords Table, and thereupon fuppofeth that our argumen- 
tation from that Text is one principal! caufe and prop of Inde- 
pendency, yea of feparation , not onely from Sacraments, but 
from Churches : he doth altogether mifapprehend the bufineffe. 
For 1. Separation from Churches is properly a renouncing 
of meniberfhip as unlawfull: our argument concerneth the un- 
lawfulneffe ofa particular a&, not of a memberfhip in fücha 
Church. 2.The caufes and motives of feparation fappofe either 
an unlawfull conftitution of Churches,or an unlawfull govern- 
ment of Churches, orboth, fo farre, that they who feparate 
hold it unlawfnll to continue their memberíhip in'Churches 
fo conftituted and governed, or-fo much as to communicate 
and partake in the Sacrament with fuchjChurches , though 
. they know no fcandalous perfon admitted to the Sacrament. 
3. The great miftake lieth in this, that ourprefent controverfie 
1 is apprehended to be whether every particular Chriftian hath 
/ power or liberty from Chrift to withdraw from the Sacrament; 
( becaufe of theadmiffion of a fcandalous perlon, Whereasour 


Queftion 
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Quefiion is onely ot the Churches power to fufpend a fcanda- j) 
lous perfon from the Sacrament, and when the Apoftle verf.9. ) 
10, 11. forbiddeth to be mixed or fo much as to eate with füch ) ; 
and fuch fcandalous members of the Church, he meaneth of 
Church-difcipline and Excommunication, which he had begun 
to fpeak of, and fo he comes to fhew them what kinde of per- 
fons che would have to be excommunicated, and ufed like that c Gualtier ar- 
inceftuous man. So Beza, Bullinger, Hunnius, Gualther, Martyr, chel, in v Cong: 
Teffanus, and others upon the place. And long before all thefe 11« Catalogus 
Auguftine and Beda plainly expound the Apofiles words of a ine qui de- 
publique Ecclefiaiticall Judgement , pat upon one who hath munieati Tof. 
either confeffed his offence or is formally accufed and convi& fanus ibid. Quod 
thereof; and as they conceive, that Text doth not at all juftifie cibum non vult: 
but doth rather condemne private Chriftians their feparating fumi cum dis, 
from the Church , becaufe of a mixture of fcandalons perfons. es pol di 
I know we ought prudently and cautioufly to endeavour the timu excors. s 
: : plinam excom 
avoyding of the company and fellowfhip of fcandalous bre- municarionis. - 
thren, though not yet cenfured in the Church, (which may Martyr ibid. - 
be proved from other Scriptures) but that is not the point the Notandum 
Apoftle is here upon: he meancs by mo not to eate fynecdochi- Fees non © 
cally, the whole cafting off of an excommunicate perfon , andi, PM 4 
all that feparation or withdrawing which is commanded to be quifque pro fua - 
made from him, or if you will ( by a metonimy of the effe& libidine ab hoe - 
for the caufe ) he meanes excommunication it felfe: and how- vel ab ille, — 
ever, the words immediately following prove that a publique 2"*? Peccaffe 


judiciall a& is intended as hath been {aid oefore. pi eee + 


jungere velit. Ad commune judicium Ecelefiæ pertinet. Angufl- Hom, go joyneth 1 Corg. UTI. — 
with v.12,1. and thea faith , Quibus verbis fatis oftendit non temerè aut quomodoliber, fed per `> 
Judicium auferondes effe malos ab Ecclefie cemmunione, ut fi per jadicinm auferri non poffunt, toleren- < 
tur potius, we perverfe malo: quifque evitando, ab Ecclefia ipfe difcedens, eos quos fugere videtur vine 
ciai ad gebennim. T he fame hath Beda upon the place out of Augufiine, Solikewife Ambrefeand » 
the Centuriils before cited, 


Thefe things confidered, I fhall not need to be led ont of my 
way by Mt Pryznes-defcanting upon the meaning of 1 Cor.5.11. 
how farre it prohibitscivill communion and eating with a 
ícandalous Chriftian , being a railer or fornicator or Idolater, 
&c. I confeffe fome of his limitations, as namely, that we may 
eate with fucha one in cafes of expediency or when we can not 
avoyd it in civility nor without bird; are very lubricke, Es | 

afe o 
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fafe, andenínaring, and at beft its but like chat in Martials 
Epigramme = 
Difficilis, facilis, jucundus acerbus es idem 3 
Nec tecum poffum vivere, nec fine tee ] 
But to treat of that cafe of confcience in generallis not hajus 
loci; for this Text {peaks of not eating with an excommunicate 
perfon. Neither yet fhall T need here to examine Mr Prynzes fix 
confiderations p. 12, 13,14. which he wifheth to be pondered 
by Separatifis and Independents mifled, Cas he thinks ) by our 
fallacious argument: 1 hope he doth not miftake our Queftion 
fo farre as to comprehend the finfulneffe of any private Chri- 
fiian his receiving of che Sacrament , when and where fome 
fcandalous finnevs are admitted to the Sacrament, that private 
~È Chriftian not being acceffary to the finne of the Minifter and 
Elderfhip in admitting thofe icandalous finners. 

Wherefore I will adde eight counterballancing confiderati- 
* The 13 vere ons to prove from 1 Cor. 5.*the firft twelve verfes thereof ( all 
he yeeldeth (0 Which Mr Prynne conceiveth can not prove Excommunication ) 
51 iE Vm compared with 2 Cor.2. an Ecclefiafticall jurifdi&ion or power 

nieation : yet of cenfures,and particularly of Excommunication. 
he differeth 1. There was a cenfure infli&ed upon the inceftuous man by 
concerning that the Elderfhip of the Church of Corinth, being affembled togé- 
Eb ther 1 Cor.5.4,5. Where read we that ever the Church was ia- 
EO tentionally gathered together, to cooperate with an Apoftle in 
the exercife of his miraculous apoftolicall power? But we doe 
read that this mans punifhment or cenfure was infli&ed upon 
.him not by the Apottle alone but by Many, 2 Cor.2.6. Eraftus 
pag. 214. thinks that mu ( in our bookes rendered punifh- 
ment, and in the margent cenfure ) was not excommunication, 
but onely fharpe objurgation or reproofe. To this I have a- 
bundantly anfwered Book 2. chap. 9.and in Male andis pag. 12, 
13,14. And ifitíhould be granted that the man was not then 
excommunicate but fharply and publiquely rebuked (which in- 
decd isthe opinion óf fome)yet the Church of Corinth had pro- 
ceeded to excommunication, had not written to diffwade them, 
7£the Apoftle and take them off with a Sufficit, which he neither 
needed nor would have done, if they had power to doe no more 
to the offender then to rebuke him fharply. To conclude this 
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point,M Prynne granteth that 1 (/or.5.13.proveth excommunica- 
tion; and why the gathering together, verf:4. fhould not bein- 
tended for the fame worke , I cannot imagine? Some queftion 
there was of old whether’ the Apoftles meaning verf. 13. were 
not that the Coriæthians fhould put away every man out of him- 
felfe the evill of (inne. Which Auguftine having fomewhere left 
in medio, doth in his Retra&ations corre&, (and Beda upon the 
place out of him tels us the very fame ) and expound it of the 
taking away of the evill man from the Church by Excommu- 
nication , becaufe faith he, cheGreeke can not be rendered hoe 
malum, but bunc malum. 

2. They who had power to receive him and forgive him, and 
to confirme their love towards him, had power to caft him out 
and cenfure him; but thofe raefeves , the Church officers of the 
Church of Corinth had power of the former ; Therefore of the 
latter. See 2 Cor.2.7,8. The Apofile advifeth themto forgive : 
the offender. How to forgivehim? notas man forgives a pri- 
vate injury: that was not thecafe. Noronely by thedoGrine 
of remiffion of finnes applied to him zz foro cenfcientie , upon 
evidence of his repentance: that any one Minifter might doe. 
But the Apoftle will have thofe mzny who had cenfured him 
confiftorially and judicially , to forgive him in the fame man- 
ner. Which is yet further confirmed by that weecrs tig dams, 
that confirming of their lovetowards him verí.8. «vnu is 
ratum facere, thence commeth not onely weecis but wer, 
When the Apoftle will expreffe a ratified or confirmed teftament 

- Galat. 3.15.he cals it xetvpor lw da&ixtw. From the fame word 
Era fmus doth colle& that the Apoftle fpeaketh to them as the 
ordinary Judges who have power to confirme their love to that 

enitent {inner in an authoritative manner., And why doth the ;; 
Apoftle choofe a word which properly fignifieth an authori- 7; 
tative confirming or ratifying of a thing, if he were not {peak- 
ing of ajurifdiction and power of inflicting and taking off a- 
gaine cenfures?. : 

3. The Apoftleupon occafion of that offenders cafeyputs the 
Coriathians in remembrance, that they ought likewile to purge 
the Church from the mixture of other {candalous finners, 

1 Cor. 5.9,10511,12. The Chapter both- begins and ends with | 
nn the 
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the cafe of the inceftuous man and his punifhment ; which 
makes mn conceive, that what is enterlaced concer- 
ning other {candalous finners in the Church, is to be under- 
{tood of fuch as the Apoftle would have to be cenfured in the 
fame manner as that inceftuous man. 

4. He inftanceth in fix cafes, (not intending an enumeration 
of all the particular cafes of Excommunication ) fornication, 
covetoufneffe, (meaning covetoufneffe {candaloufly and groffe- 
ly manifefted , or pra&icall covetoufnefle, for of the heart 
God onely judgeth ) idolatry, railing, druankennefle, extortion. 
His inftancing in thefe,tels us he intends not the cafe of private 
civill injuries, but of fcandals, yea though the ícandall be 
without the mixture of any civill or private injury, as in the 
cafe of an Idolater or a drunkard. 

5. And even where there is a private injury wraptup in the 
bofome of the feandall, as in railing and extortion , yet the A- 
poftle there looketh upon them not qua injuries, but gua fean- 
dals; and in that notion, he will have not onely the party par- 
ticularly interrefted and injured, but the other members of the 
Church alfo to withdraw communion from the offender; for he 
writeth to the whole Church of Corinth, not to keepe company 
with fuch. - 

6. When he faith, with fuch a one no not to eate , he intimates 
by No not fome further and greater punifhment than noteating 
with him’, as hath been faid before: If not fo much as eating 
with him, then muchleffe Church communion with him at the 
Lords Table. 

7. He meanes not of that withdrawing whereby each Chri- 
ftian may and ought to withdraw familiarity and fellowship. 
from fuch a notorious fcandalous finner , whofe finne is mani- 
feft beforehand , that he may keep himfelfe pure, and not par- 
take of another mans finne: In which cafe a member of one 
Church may withdraw familiar converfing with a fcandalous 
member of another Church. But he fpeakes of fuch a with- 
drawing from and avoyding of the fellowfhip of a fcanda- 
lous Brother, as is done not by one or fome few private 
Chriftians, but by the whole Chuteh ( for hee writeth 
to the whole Church of Corinth, not to company nor eate 


wi th: 
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with fuch 4 one ) Ifay, by the whole Church, whereof the 
offender was a member: and that not without a judicial] or 
confiftoriall fentence, verf-12. Doe not ye judge them that are 
within? which can not be reftriéted to the judgement of Chri- 
ftian difcretion and prudence ( for fo both the Apoftles and 
they did judge thofe chat were without , to walke circumfpe&- 
ly coward them, Col.4.5. and to beware of theirevill.) But tis 
meant of cenfures and punifhments inflicted by many, that is, by 
the Presbyters of that Church, 2 Cor.2.6. 

8. And fo I have touched upon the lat confideration, which 
is this. Thatas the fault was a {candall given to the Church, 
and the judgement and cenfure was Eccleíiafticall, not civill, fo 
that ceníüre for that offence was infli&ed onely upon Church 
members, notu»on unbelievers. If an unbeliever did a civill 
injury to a Chriftian , the Chriflian was free to accufe the un- 
believer (if he faw it good ) before the civill Magiitrate, and 
there to {eeke judgement and juftice. Or the Chriitian was free 
to withdraw civill fellowfhip from the unbeliever, which did 
him a civill injury,which I fuppofe Mr Pryane will eafily grant. 
But this way of cenfuring and punithing a fcandalous Church 
member, did notagree to an Heathen who was an Idolater, or 
drunkard, or extortioner, &c. Verf. 10,11,12,13. Thus] have 
proved Church cenfure from 1 Cor.5. compared with 2 Cor. 2. 
without laying the weight of any argument upon Tradere Sa- 
thane. Which I would nothave to beunderftood, as if I yeel- 
ded to our oppofites, that the delivering to Satan is not meant 
of Excommunication. My meaning is onelyto makethe fhor- 
ter worke of the Eraftian Antithefis. The weight of their argu- 
ments, not of ours, is laid upon Tradere Sathine. But for my 
fence of the word, Iam of their opinion who interpret it of 
Excommur;ication ; and fo doth GzeaLber himíelfe. So doth the 
Syriack, which readeth , That yos (Corinthians) may deliver 
fach a one to Satan. lf ic was an an a& of the Church of Corinth, 
then it was a Church cenfure, not a miracle. The Greeke doth 
alío carry it to be an a& of the Church of Corinth affembled 


together. We have alfo (ome (though not all) of the Ancients 


for us in this particuldk : as Balfzmom in Canon. epift. Bafilii ad 
Amphiloch.Can.7. obíerveth. Bafil fpeaketh of fome who at 
Nnn 2 that 
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that time had been delivered to Satan for 30 yeeres, that the 

might learn not to carry thnmfelves filthily,yea unnaturally, as 
they had done formerly: concerning whom he advifeth that 
now after fo long a time,they mightbe(upon their fpontaneous 
confeflion of their hainous offence ) received againe into the 
Church. Hereupon Ba/famozn oteth, Thofe are faid to be deli- 


vered te Satan, whoare feparated from the communion of Cbri- 
fans. 
4 


CHAP. VIII. 


Whether Judas received the Sacrament of the Lords 
Supper. 


ME Prynne hath filled upa good part of his Vindication 
with the cafe of Fudas, as going very farre in the deciding 
of this prefent contoverfie. But as Proteftant writers anfwer 
the Papifts in the cafe of Peter, that it cannot be proved that 
Peter was ever Bifhop of Rome, but rather that he was not; 
and i£ he had, this cannot prove the Popes Supremacy : the like 
I fay of this cafe of Fadas. M. Prynne (hall never be able to prove 
that 74dar did receive the Sacrament of the Lords Supper: and 
if he could prove it, yet it fhal] notat all helpe that caufe which 
he maintaineth. 

I begin with the matter of fa& ; whether Fudas received the 
Sacrament of the Lords Supper , as well as the other Apoftles, - 
which is the queítion by him ftated. For decifion whereof, I 
hold it neceffary , firt of all that thefe two things be premifed, 
concerning the harmony of the Evangelifts in that matter of 
Judas , the ufe whereof we fhall fee afterwards. Matthew and 
Marke tell us Chrifts difcourfe of the Traytor at Table, and 
the difcovery of Fadas before the inftitution of the Sacrament. 
Exke hath the fame thing after the inítitution and diftribution 
of the Sacrament. So that either Matthew and Marke {peak by 


J) anticipation, or Luke fpeaketh by a recafltulation ; that is, ei- 
11 ther Matthew and Marke put before what was doneafter, or 


Liske 
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Luke puts after what was done before. Now that there isin 
Luke an 95Avyía, a narration of that after the inftitution 
which was indeed before the inftitution of the Sacrament, may 
thus appeare. 1. That very thing which Luke placeth after the 
inftitution and diftribution of the Sacrament, Latk.22.2 122523. 
Behold the band of bim that betrayeth meis with me on tbe Table. 
And truly the forme of man goeth as it was determined, but woe unto 
that man by whom be ts betrayed. And they began to enquire among 
themfelves which of them it was that (bonld doe this thing. The very 
fame thing doe Matthew and Marke record before the inftitu- 
tion of the Sacrament, 2115.26.21. t026. Marke 14.18. to 
22. anditis more credible that one of the Evangelifts is to be 
reduced to the order of two; -rather than two to the order 
of one. 

2. Efpecially confidering that Luke doth not relate the bufi- 
neíle of the laft {upper according to that order wherein things 
were acted or fpoken , as is manifeít by Luke 22.17.18. And be 
tooke the cup and gave thanks and faid, Take this and divide it a- 
mong your felves. This though related before the taking and 
breaking of the bread , yet it is but by an anticipation or pre- 
. occupation, occafioned by that which had preceded verf. 16. 

(o to joyne the proteftation of not drinking againe, with that 
of not eating againe the Pafleover with his Difciples : there- 
fore Beza, Salmeron, Maldonat, and others following Auzuftine 
and Euthymius doe refolve it is an anticipation , even as Paul 
mentioneth the cup before the bread, t Cor. 10.16. T know fome 
underhand the cup mentioned Luke 22. 17. to be the Paíchall 
cup; others, to be the cup in the ordinary fupper; but to me 
its plaine that it was the Eucharifticall cup; yea M: Prysze takes 
it fo pag. 25. becaufe that which Luke faith of that cup, that 
Chrift tooke it, and gave thankes , and gave it to the Difciples, 
that they might all drinke of it, and told them he would not 
drinke with them any more of the fruit of the Vine till the 
Kingdome of God fhould come; all this isthe very fame which 
Matthew and Marke record of the Eucharifticall cup. There- 
fore our Non-conformifts were wont to argue from that place, 
that the Minifter ought not to give the Sacramental] elements 


to. each communicant out of his owne hand, but that the com-. 


municants 
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municants ought to divide the elements among themfelves, 
becaufe Chriitfaich in that place, of the cup, Divide it among 
your feles. 

— 3. Luke faith not that after Supper, or after they had done 
with the Sacrament, Chrift told his Difciples that oneof them . 
fhould betray him; onely headdeth, after the Hiftory of the ` 
Sacrament,what Chrit faid concerning the Traytor. But Mat- 

thew and Marke doe not onely record Chrifts words concer- 

ning the bosom before they make narration concerning the 

Sacrament, but they record exprefly that that difcourfe and 

the difcovery of the Traytor was dorer urav, as they did eate, 

Matth.26.21. Marke 14.18. Now when the evening was come be 

fate down with the twelve, and immediately followeth , as the 

Érft purpofe which Chrift {pake of, and as they dideate, be faid, 

verily I fay unta youstbat qne of you [bal betray me. Which could 

notbefo, if Luke relate Chrifts words concerning the Traytor 

in that order in which they were firft uttered; for Luke having 

told us verfe 22. that Chrift tooke the cup after Supper and’ 
faid, This cup is the new Teftament érc. addeth, But behold the hand 
of bim that betrayeth me is with me on the Table. So that if this 

were the true order, Chrift did not tell his Difciples concer- 

ning the Traytor, as they did eate (which Matthew and Adarke 

doe fay ) but after they haddoneeating. If ic be faid that 

éSrorTev orar may {uffer this fence, when they had eaten, or 

having eaten. I anfwer, the context will not fuffer chat fence; 

for they were indeed eating in the time of that difcourfe, 

Matib.26.23. He that dippeth bis band with me in the difb the fame 


| foball betray. me, Jof.13 26. He itis to whom I fhal give a fip after I 


have dipped it. 

4. Mdufculus in loc. com. de cen. dom.pzg.362. gives this rea- 
fon out of Rupertus, why Lakes narration of Chrifts words 
concerning the Traytor, is placed by a recapitulation after the 
Sacrament: becaufe Luke is the onely Evangeliit who writeth 
diftin&ly of the Pafchall Supper, and what Chrift faid at chat. 
Supper: and having once fallen upon that purpofe, the con- 
nexion of the matter did require that he fhould immediately 
adde the ftory of the Euchariiticall Supper, without interla- 
cing that of the Traytor. Which reafon will paffe for - 

WILL 
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with fuch as think Fadas did eate of che Pafchalll Supper, and 
that Chris words concerning him were {poken at the Pafchall 
Supper, which I greatly doubt of. 
5. Mr Prynne pag.18. doth in effect grant the fame thing that 
I fay; for he faith, that Matthew and Marke record that imuediat- 
ly before the inftitution of the Sacrament, as they fate at meat Fefus 
faid wato the twelve, Verily one of you (ball betray me, wherempor 
they began to be forrowfull and to fay unto bim,éxc. He addeth,that 
Judas was the laft man that faid,Is it I? immediately before the in- 
flitution, as Matthew records. But of Luke he faith onely thus 
much , that he placeth tbefe words of Chrift concerning Fudas bis 
betraying bim, after the inftitution and diftribution ef the Sacra- 
ment, not before it, If ic be thus as Mr Prynne acknowledgeth, 
that Matthew and Marke record, that Chrift had that difcourfe 
concerning Judas before the inftitution of the Sacrament,then 
moft certainly it was before the infticution of the Sacrament, 
becaufe it muft needs be true which Matthew and Marke fay. 
Whence it will neceffarily follow that Like doth not mention 
that difcourfe concerning fuda in its proper place, and this 
doth not offer the leaft violence to the Text in Luke, becaufe he 
doth not fay that Chrift {pake thefe words after the Sacrament, 
onely he placeth thefe words after the Sacrament, as Mr Prynue 
faith rightly. When Scripture faith that fuch a thing was 
done at fuch a time,it muft be fo believed. But when Scripture 
mentioneth one thing after another, that will not prove that 
the thing lat mentioned was laft done. More plainly Matter 
Prynne pag. 26,27. tels us that the Sacrament was given after 
Chrift had particularly informed his Difciples that one of them 
fhould betray.him , which he proves from Feb. 13.18. to 28. 
— Matth.26.20. t0 36. Marke 14.18.to 22. Luke 22.21,22,23. 
Whence it follows inevitably by his owne confeffion, that 
Matthew and Marke recording that difcourfe about Fudas after 
the Sacrament, doe place it in the proper order; and that Lake 
mentioning that difcourfe about 7542; after the Sacrament, 
doth not place it in its owne place. This is the firt thing 
which thought good to premife, which will eafily take off 
the ftrongeft argument which ever I heard. alledged for Fudzs 
his receiving of the Sacrament, namely this, that Like ex 
iacely 
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diately after the inititution and diitribution of the Sacrament 
addeth, Bat behold the hand of him that betrayeth me w with mo at 
the Table. If thefe words were not uttered by Chrift in that 
order wherein Luke placeth them (which I have proved ) then 
the argument i5 not concluítve. 

The fecond thing to be premifed,is this: that the ftory which 
we have Fob 13. from the beginning to verfe 31. concerning 
the Supper at which Chrift difcourfed of Judas and gave him 
the fop , after which he went immediately out, was neither in 
Bethany two daies before the Paffeover, as the Antidote Anim- 
adverted tels us pag.5. nor yet after the in(titution of the Sacra- 
ment, as Mr Prynze tels us,Vindic. pag.25|. herein differing either 
from himfelfe or his friend. That Supper in Bethany, the Pam- 
phlet faith, was two daies before the Paffeover 5 but fome Inter- 
preters colle& from Fohn 12.1,2. it was longer before; Chrift 
having come to Bethany fix daies before, and after that Supper 
the next day Chrift did ride into Zerafalem on a young Affe, 


' and the people cried Hofznna, Fob.12.12. the very ftory which 


we have Matth.21. Marke faith that two daies before the Paffe- 
over the chiefe Prieíts and Scribes fought how to put Chrift to 
death, but he doth not fay that the Supper in Bethany was two 
daics before the Pafleover. But of this I will not contend, when- 
ever it was, it isnot much materiall to the prefent queftien, 
there was nothing at that Supper concerning Judas, buta re- 
buking of him for having indignation at the {pending of the 
Alabaíter box of Oyntment , and from that he fought oppor- 
tunity to betray Chrift: But the difcourfe between Chrift and 
his Apoftles concerning one of them that fhould betray him, 
and their asking him one by one Iri I? wasin the very night 
of the Pafleover, asis cleare Matth. 26.19,20,t0-26. Marke 
14.16, to 22. Sothat the ftory Foh.13.18. to30. being the 


Y fame with that in Matthew and Marke, could not be two daies 


before the Paffzover. And if two daies before Chrift had dif- 
covered to Fobx who fhould betray him, by giving the fop to 
Fudas how could every one of the Difciples ( and fo 7sbz a- 
mong the reft.) be ignorant of it two daies after, which made 
every one of chem to aske Is i21? Finally, that very night in 
which the Lord Jefus did inflitue the Sacrament , the Eos 
gan 
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began to be forrowfull, and began to enquire which of. them 


it was that (hould betray him, Adaith.26.22. Marke 14.19. Luke. 
22.23. But ifChrift hadtold them two daies before that one, 
of themfelves who did fit at Table with him fhould betray him, 


furely they had at that time begun to be forrowfull and to aske 


every one Is it ? "e 
^ That which hath been faid doth alfo difcover that other 


miftake that the difcourfe at Table concerning the Traytor, and’ 


_ the giving of the fop to Fudas Fob.13. was after the inftitution 
of the Sacrament. If it were after, chen either that in Fobz‘is 
not the fame with the difcourfe concerning the Traytor men- 
tioned by Matthew and Marke 5 or otherwiíe Matthew and 
Marke {peake by anticipation. But I have proved both that 
the true order is in Matthew and Marke, and that the difcourfe 
concerning the Traycor mentioned by 7ebz muft be in the E- 
vangelicall harmony put together with that in ‘Matthew and 
Afarke,.as making one and the fameítory. Andif this in 
Foehn had been polterior to that in Matthew , then why doth 
Mr Prynze himfelfe joyn thefe together as one, pag.18, 19: 


` Thef things premifed, I come to the arguments which. 


prove that Fadas did not receive the Sacrament of the Lords 
Supper. - | | 

The firt argument ( which was by me touched in that Ser- 
mon fo much quarrelled by Mr Prynne ) isthis. It is faid of 


Judas, Iob.13.30. He tbe baving received the fip went immediat- 


ly out. But this fop or morfell was given him before the Sacra- 
ment, whiles they were yet eating the other Supper, atthe end 
whereof Chri(t did inftitute the Sacrament. Therefore Fudzs 


went away before the Sacrament. Let us heare Mr Prynnes, 


four anfwers to this argument, pag.2.4,25. Firlt,faith he, fads 
went not out till after Supper, fobz 13.2. and Supper being en- 
dedre. Anlw. detrvs prods will not prove that the Supper 
was fully ended. . The Centurifts Gezt.1 . lib. 1. cap. 10. explaine 
Tehn 13.2. thus, Magni cene hujus parte peratià, A great part 
of this Supper being done; yea the Greek may be as well turned 
thus, When they were at Supper 5 as the late Englifi Annotations 
have it. Ludovicus de Dien choofeth this fence. Salmeron and 
others proue it from verfe 4. He rifetb from Supper, with verí.1 n 
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he fate down againe to Supper > and dippedthefop. Takebut 


two like inftances in this fame tory of thepallion ,. AMartb.z6.. 
6. Devnet yevcevs ey Budasla, Now when Jefus was in Bethany, 
not, after-Fefus was in Bethany. ALstth.26 20. OVan > eyes ng: 
Now when tbe evew was come, iiot, when the even was embed: Hig: 
fecond anfwer, that all the other three Evangeliits prove that: 
ror Was prefent at the Sacrament, is but petitio principii. 

"hirdly (faith he) the Sacrament was not inflituted: after Sup- 
per; but as they fat at Supper. Anfw. 1t was indeed inftituced 
while ‘they weré fitting at fupper, or before they rofe from 
(üpper, fo that they were ftill continuing ina Table gefture ; 
yet the actions mutt needs be diftinguifhed, for they did not ae 
the fame inftant receive the Sacrament, and eate of another 
fupper too. And though: it be faid of the bread, that a; they 
did eate, Tefies tooke bread, yet of the cup Paul and Luke fay,chae 
Jefus tooke it after Supper , that is, after they had done eating; 
therefore certainly after Indas got the {op and went away, at 
which inftant they had not done eating. Neither is there ang 
ground' at all Luke 22.17. to prove that he tooke the cop. 
during füpper, as Mt Prynne conceiveth. But finding no ftrength 
herein, he addeth : that fome learned men: are of opinion that 
Chrift had that night firft bis pafchall fupper, at the clofe whereof 
be inftituted his own Supper. Secondly, an ordinary fupper which 


fucceeded the inftitution of bis own , in imitation whereof the Corin- 


thians and Primitive Ç briffianr: bad their love feats, which they 
did eat immediately after the Lords Supper: and’ this is more'then. 
intimated Tob 13 9. 2,12,10 31, eee therefore Lukes after Supper 
he tooke the cup, muft be meant onely after the Pafchall (upper, not the 
other Supper: `" kno togae er 
` Anfw. Y verily believe thar befide the Pafchall and: Euchavi- 

fticall füppers, Chriítand his Difciples had that night acom~ 
mon or ordinary fupper, and for think Calvin and Bezz upon. 
Matth.26.20. Pareus upon Matth.26.21. Fulk on 1 Cor.g1.23. 
Cartwright ibid. and in his Harmony /ib:3. pag. 173. Pelargus 
in Iob. 13. queft.2. Toffsnus im Matth. 26. Tolet and Maldorar 
upon Toba 15.2. Lanfenius cone. evang.cap.131. and divers o4 
thers. Tam very glad that Mr Pryzze grantsit; and I approve 
hisreafon, that in. the Pafchall. fupper we read of no.fops, 
wor: 
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nor ought to dip themin. The Jewes indeed tell us of a fauce 
in the Pafleover which they call Cbarofetb: but I fuppofe Chrift 
kept the Paffeover according to the Law, and did not tie him- 
felfe to rites which had come in by tradition. I could bring 
otherreafons to provean ordinary fupper, if it were here ne- 
eefary. But what gainech Mr Pryzse hereby? furely he lofeth 
much,as fhall appeare afterwards. 

2. Whereas he thinks the common {upper at which Chrift 
did wath his Difciples feet, and difcover Iudas , and give him 
the fop, was after the Sacrament, as I know not thofe learned 
men that thinke as he doth in this point, fo ic is more than he. LE 
can prove. The contrary hath been proved from Matthew and 
Marke who record that the difcourfe concerning Indes was 
while they wereeating that fupper which preceded the Sacra 
ment; fo.that the giving of the fop to Izdzs mult be before the 
Saerament. Butafter the Sacrament both Matthew and Marke 
doe immediately adde, and when they bad funga bymne they went - 

out into tbe mount of Oliver. ra 
= 3. As for that of the Coriztbianr,the very place cited by him- 
felfemaketh againít him, 1 Cor.11.21. for when they came to- 
gether to eate the Lords Supper, every one did eeacpézrew — | 


1 


firt take his owne fupper , and that in imitation of Chrift who 
gave theSacrament after fupper. So Aquinas, Lyra, and others 4 %4 geb, cons, 
following Auguftine. Thistaking firlt or before, 4 hath refe- 1,15. 2. capé. 
rence to the Sacrament; becaufe it is fpoken of every one who c.p. 384. edit. 
«ame to the Lords Table, every one taketh befere bis pwne upper, 1624.apud Co- 
which made fuch a difparity that one was hungry and another rip ios faba: 
drunken at the Sacrament,the poore having too little, and the ps ut aawe 
rich too much at their owne fupper . es Domie 
4. The example of the ancient Chriftians will helpe him as nicam inter fe 
little. I finde no {uch thing in Tertullian; A pologetik , as the concertarent 5 
eating of the love feats immediately after the Lords Supper. & alii Hd 
But finde both in the * African Canons and in f Avguftine, and cent & bene. 
| spotiexnam Domini acciperent ¢ Cod. canon. eccl. Afric. can. 41, Ut Sacramenta altaris © 0a 
nif à jejunis hominibus celebrentur, excepto uno die anniverfario, quo.czna dominica cele- 
bratur. f Augu/t. epi. 118, cap. 7- Sed nennullos probabilis quxdam ratio deleGavit,ur uno 
certo die per annum quo i fam cenam Dominus dedit, tanquam ad infigniorem commemo- 
rationem,poft cibos offerri & accipi liceat corpus & fanguinem Domini &c. hoc iamen non 
arbitrorinfticuram,nifi quia plures & prope omnes in plerifque locis co die cenare c. nfueve- 
qu. Ooo2 in 
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Iudas being mightily irritased and exafperated, both by the 
fop, and by Chrifis anfwer, (for when Iuda; asked Is it 1? 
Chrift anfwered 75er haft faid) would certainly breake away 
abruptly and very immediately. So much of the firft argu- 
ment. 

The fecond argument (which I alfo touched in my Sermon) 
was this. As Chrift faid to the Communicants, Drishe ye all of 
dt, Matth.26.27. and they all dranke, Matth.14.23. fohe faith 
to them all, Thisis my Body which is broken for you , This is the 
cup of the new covenant in my Blood, which is fbed for you, Luke 22. 
19,20. Butif Iuda: had been one of the communicants; it is 
not credible that Chrift would have faid fo in reference to him, 
as well as. to the other Apoftles. This argument Me Prynne p.25. 
doth quite miftake, asif theftrength of it lay in a fuppofed 
particular application of the words of the inftitution to each 
communicant,which I never meant but diflike it as much as he: 
The words were directed to all, in the plurall. This ts my Body 
broken for youc. my Blood (bed for you,exe. Mr Prynne conceives 
that it might have been faid to Iudas , being meant by Chrift, 
onely conditionally, tbat bis Body was broken, and bis Blood was [bed 
for bim, if be would really receive them by faith. Tonas Scblicb- 
tingius a Socinian in his booke againft Meifnerus pap. 803. 
though he fuppofeth as M Prynne doth that Inds was -prefent 
at the giving of the Sacrament, yet he holds that it is not to be 
imagined, that Chrift would have {aid to Iudas , that his body 
was broken for him. And fhall we then who believe that the - 
death of Jefus Chrift was a fatisfa&ion to the juftice of God for 
finne (which the Socinians believe not) admit that Chrift 
meant to comprehend Judas among others, when he faid this is 
my body which is braken for yos? —— 

Minifters doe indeed offer Chrift to all upon condition of be- 
lieving, being commanded to preach the Gofpell to every crea- ` 
ture,and notknuowing who are reprobates : but that Chriit him- 
felfe (knowing that the fonne of perdition was now loft, that 
the Scripture might bz fulfilled Zobz 17.12.) would in the Sa- 
crament (which is more applicative then the word , and parti- 
cularizeth the promifes tothe receivers ) fo fpeake, as that in 

any fence thofe words might be applied to Juda: , that even for 
him 
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him his body was broken and: hisblood fhed; and'that there- 
upon the feales (hould be given him,to me is not at all credible; 
and I prove the negative by foure arguments: - (though I: might 
give many more) 1. If Chriit.did in reference to 7442; meane 
conditionally that his body was broken,and his blood fhed for 
him, if he would believe (as Mr Prynne holds) then he meant 
conditionally to fave the fonne. of perdition whom he knew 
infallibly to be loft, and that he fhould be certainly damned 
and goeto Hell, and that in eating the Sacrament. he would 
certainly eate and drinke judgement to himfelie ( all which 
Mr Pryzne himfelfe pag. 26.. faith. Chrift infallibly knew ) But 
who darethinkeor fay fo of Jefus Chrift ? Suppofea Minifter 
knew infallibly that fuch a one hath blafphemed. againít the 
holy Ghoft, ( which fmne the Centurifts and othersthinke to 
have been committed by 7444; , which could: not be hid from 
Chrift ) andisirrecoverably loft, and will be moft certainly 
damned, durít chat Minifter admit that perfon to: theSacra- 
ment, and makethofe words applicable to-him fo much as 
conditionally ; This ir the Lords body broken for you © "This is the 
blood of the new Covenant fhed. for yan unto-remiffion of finne? How 
much leffe would Chrift himíelfe fay fo, or mean fo in reference 
to Juda ? : 

2. If Chrift would not pray for Fadas, but for his ele& Apo- 
ftlesonely, and fuch as fhould believe through the word:of the 
Cofpell; then he meant not. fo much as conditionally to give. 
his body and blood for Fadas. (for if. he meant any good to: 
Judas, fo muchas conditionally, he would not have excluded’ 
him from having any part at all in his prayers to: God.) But 
Chri& doth exclude fadas from his prayer, Iobz. 17. not onely. 
as one of the reprobate world verf. 9. but even by name verf.12. 
giving him: over for- loft, and one that was not to be pray- 
ed for. 

3. Love and-hatred in God. and in his fonne Jefus Chrift, 
being eternal! and unchangeable, ( for afus De? immanentes: 
fint eterni ) it followeth that if there was. fuch a decree of God, 
or any fuch meaning or intention in Chrift, as to give his 
body and’ blood for Fadas, whom he knew infallibly tobe loft: 

| and fince that fame conditionall meaning or intention could 
not 
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not be without aconditionall love of God and of Chrift - 
Fudas and his falvation : this love doth ftill continue in God, 
and in Chrift, to fave Judas now in Hell upon condition 
of his believing, which every Chriftian I thinke will abo- 
minate. . 

4. That conditionall love and conditionall intention or 
meaning, could not have place in the Sonne of God. For as 
Spanbemivs doth rightly argue in his late learned Exer- 
citations de gratia nniverfali pag. 74.6. it doth not become ei- 
ther the wifdome or goodneffe of God to will and intend a 
thing upon fuch a condition as neither is nor can be. And 
pag.829. he faith, that this conditionall deftination or inten- 
tion cannot. be conceived, as being incident onely to füch as 
doe neither foreknow nor dire& and order the event , and in 
whofe hand it is not: to give the faculty and will of perfor- 
ming the thing. Which can not without impiety be thought or 
faidofGod. Thushe. =~ | 

Thethird argument (which I fhall now adde ) is that where- 
by Hilarius Can. 30. in Mattb. and Innocentius the third lib.4. 
de myfterio miff.cap.1$. prove that Indas received not the Sacra- 
ment, neither was prefent at the receiving of it. Becaufe that 
night while Indas was prefent, Chriftin his gracious and com- 
fortable expreflions to his Apoftles did make an exception, as 
Iobn 13.10,11: Te are clesne, but not all. For be knew who fbould 
betray bim, therefore faid be, ye are not all cleane, verf.18. I fpeak 
not of you all, I know whom 1 have cbofen. So verf.2 1. even as be- 
fore Joh.6.70. Have not I cbofen yon twelue , and one of you is a 
divell. But at the Sacrament all his fweet and gracious {pee- 
ches are without any fuch’ exception, This is my body which is 
given for youyc»c. Yeahe faith pofitively ofall the Apoftles to 
whom he gavethe Sacrament, I will æet drinke bencefortb of this 
fruit of the Vine, untill that day when I drinke it new With you in 
my Fathers Kingdome, Matth.2 6.29. and this he faith nnto them 
all, as it is cleare from verf-27. Drinke yell of it. Againe, Løke 
22.28, 29,30. Ye are they which have continued with me in my 
temptatoons. And I appoint unto you a Kingdome as my F ather 


hath appointed unto me. That ye may eate and drinke at my Table 


in my Kingdome , and fit on Thrones judging tbe twelve €t 
0 
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of Ifrael. Would not Chri much more have excepted Iudas in 
thefe exprelfions, if he had been prefent , fceing he had fo often 
excepted him before? 

As for Mr Prynnes reafons from Scripture to prove that Iudas 
did receive the Sacrament, they are extreamely inconcludent. 
Firft, he faith, that Matthew, Marke, and Luke, are all expreffe 
in terminis, that Chrift fate down to eate the Pafleover,and the 
twelve Apofiles with him; that Iudas was one of thofe twelve, 
and prefent at the Table; that asthéy faté at meat together, 
Jefus tooke Bread,&c. that he faid of the cup, drinke ye all of 
it; and Marke faith they all dranke of it. 

Anfw. 1. The three Evangeliis are all expreffe in terminis,that 
when Even was come,Chrilt fate down with the twelve; as like- 
wife that the twelve'did eate with him that night; but that 
the twelve Apoftles were with him in the eating of the Pafle- 
ever, they are not exprefle iz terminis, and I have fome reafons 
which move me to thinke that 17224; did not eate fo much as of. 


eo Set 


13.v.2. that all this difcourfe, and the giving of the {op to 
| . N Indas 
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i Gerhard. loc, 
COMOT. Sp 4g 
116,182. Petri 
Hinckelmannus 
de Anabaptifws. 
di.5 .C4p.2, 


Iuda: was after {upper, and the other three Evangelifts agree- 
ing that Chrift infticuted and diftributed the Sacrament, as 
they did eate, before fupper quite ended, it muk follow that 
Iudas did receive the Sacrament. 

Anfw.1. But how doth this hang together, firt to argue 
that Inda: received the Sacrament, becaufe Chrifts difcourfe 
concerning Iudas, and Indas his queition Is it ? were imme-. 
diately before the inftitution of the Sacrament: andagaine to 
prove that Indas did receive the Sacrament, becaufe Chrifts 
difcourfe about Ivdzs was after fupper ended, and after the 
Sacrament which was inftituted before firpper ended? the one 
way of arguing deftroyeth the other. 2. For that in Matthew 
and Marke, that Chrift difcourfed of the Traytor, and that 
Ixdas faid Isit I? before the inftitution of the Sacrament, T 
confeffes but that it was immediately before the inftitution of 
the Sacrament the Evangelifts doe not fay,neither doth he prove 
it. Indas went out after that difcourfe and the fop, and how 
much of the confolatory and valedi&ory Sermon ( which be- 
ginneth Isbn 13.31.) was {pent before the diftribution of the 


Sacrament, who is fe wife as to know? 3. Forthatin Lael 


have proved that though he fets down the rhings,~yet not in 
that order wherein they were done: which isalfo the opinion. 
of Grotius upon that place. And for that Ibz 13.2. Supper being 
ended,| have anfwered before. - f 
Shall we in the next»place have a heape cf humane teítimo- 
nies concerning Indzs his receiving of the Sacrament? I fee 
fo much light from Scripture to the contrary, that I fhall 
not be eafily fhaken with the authority of men: yet it fhall 
not.be amiflé a little to trie whether it be altogether fo as 
he would make us- believe. He faith we goe againft all an- 
tiquity, pag. 18. and againft the moft and beft of Proteftant. 
writers, pag. 23. yea, that all ages have received it as an indue 
bicable verity that Indss received the Sacrament, pag. 19. No 
Sir, fofta little. The trath is the thing hath been very much 
controverted both among the Fathers , and among Papifts; and: 
among Proteftant writers. shave found none fo unanimous 
for Indss his receiving of the Sacrament as the Lutherans , ien-. 
deavouring thereby to prove that the wicked hypocrites m 
unbe- 
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unbelievers doe in the Sacrament eate the true body of Chrift, 
and drinke his true blood, yet (as hot as they are upon it) 
they acknowledge it is no indubitable verity , they cite authori- 
tics againft itas well as for it. See Gerhard Harm.evang.cap. 171. 
Brochmand Tom. 3. pag. 2082. Neither doe the Lutherans make 
any fuch ufe of fadas his receiving of the Sacrament as Mafter 
Prynne doth : for they hold that not onely excommunicated 
perfons, but fcandalous amd notorious finners, not yet ex- 
communicated , ought to be kept backe from the Lords Table: 
See Gerhard loc. com. Tom. 5. 180, 181, 182. where he proves 
diftin&ly that all thefe ought to be excluded from the Lords 
Supper. 1. Hereticks. 2. Notorious fcandalous finners. 3. Ex- 
communicated perfons. 4. Pofleffed perfons, furious perfons, 
and idiots. 5. Infamous perfons, who ufe unlawfull arts, as 
Magitians, Negromancers, &c. and for the excluifion of fcanda- 
lous {inners heeiteth the Ecclefiafticall Ele&orall Conftitutions. 
L. Oftander Enchir. contra Anabap. cap.6. queft.5. tels us that the 
Lutheran Churches exclude all known feandalous perfons from 
the Sacrament. But it is ftrangeft to me that Mr Pryzze will 
not give credit to fome of the Teftimonies cited by himfelfe. 
Thtopbylati. enar in Mattb.26 . faith Quidam autem dicunt quod 
egreffo Tusaytradidit Sacrameutum aliis Difcipulis , proinde € nos 
Jc. facere debemus, & malos à Sacramentis abarcere. Idem enar in y pris, Cun: 
Mare 14. Quidam dicunt ( but who they were appeares not 30. in Matthe 
faith Mr Pryzze,in any extant worke of theirs) Tudam non fuiffe Polt qua Judas 
participem Sacramentorum , fed egreffum effe priufquam dominus proditor indi- 
Sacramenta traderet. Shall we take this upon Mr Pryswes credit, a fine quo 
that it doth not appearé in any extant worke of theirs? Nay, ilice & 625, 
let him take better heed what he faith ,.and whereof he affir-pane confici- 
meth. Inthe next page he himfelfe excepteth one, which is tur: digaus e- 
Hilary ; but except hinvonely, he faith that all the Ancients nim. 2rerne- 
unanimonfly accord herein, without one di (fowting voyce. But fee now "™ gerne 
whether all is to be believed that Mz Prynxe gives great words E puc 
for. Tis well chat he confeffeth we have Hilaryfor us.  Firft rat &c. Neque 
therfore lec b the words of Hilary be obferved. Next I will provefané bibere 
what he denieth namely that others of the Ancients were ofthe €! eo poterat, 
fame opinion. qn de 
Clemens lib.s . conflit. Apoft. cap.15. after mention of the Paf- Ade Eos 
Ppp2 chall 
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„chàll or typicall fupper, addeth thefe words,as.of the Apofiles; 


auptdug De iy d eri Tan pusiers q8. Tye ow uar O ung DEAN 
Essa ph cuumporr håv. But when be bad delivered to us tbe antj-. 
type myfteries (fo called in reference to the Pafchall fupper ) of 
his precious body and blood , Iudas not betng prefent with us. Y doe 
not owne thete eight bookes-of the Apottolical] conititut 
as written by that Clemens who was Pauls fellow- 
Pbil4. yet certainly they are ancient as is univerfally acknow- 
ledged. Diomyfiws Areopagita ( or whofoever he was that anci- 
ently wroteunder that name) de Ecclefiaftica Hierarchia cap. 3.. 
part. 3. jet. x. {peaking of the fame bread, and the fame cy 4 
whereof all the communicants are partakers , he faith that this 
teacheth them a Divine conformity of manners > and withal]: 
cals to mind Chriits fupper in the night when he was betrayed 
Kad’ 0 i adró; 6 e. cupCerar dup, Swonrnpot Siuire Thy by 
bolas aur X) po Oy mee ot ited owdarvinile, In qua cena = fo 
Ambrofe the Monke in his Latine tranflation , and Fudoeus 
Clicbtoveus in his Commentary, In which fupper (for 2% $ 
relates to 78 diz the {upper before mentioned, and Íignifieth: 
the time of. fupper , or after fupper was begun; fo the Greci- 
ans ufeto fay xem rid view to fignifie in the time of Sickneffe ) 
tbe authour bimfelfe of thofe Symbols doth moft juftly deprive or caft 
-ont bim ( Judas) who bad not bolily and with agreement of mind 
fupped together with kim, npon bely things. By thefe holy things 
he underftands (it fhould feem ) the Typicall or Pafchal] füp- 
per, of which Judas had eaten before, and-peradventure that 
night allo, in the opinion of this Ancient. Fdocus Glichto. 
veni in his Commentary faith: onely , that Fudas did that night 
eate together with Chrifteibsw, meate, he faith not Sacramen- 
tum. This ancient writer is alfo of opinion that Chrift did 
excommunicate Judzs, or as Clicbteveur expounds him > à ecte- 
rerum difcipulorum cétn equiffime feparavit, difirevit ex d fpefenit. 
If you thinke not this cleare enough , heare the ancient Scho- 
liat Adaximus-to whom the Centuri(ls give the Teftimon of 
a moft learned: and moft holy man : He flourifhed'in the feventh 
Century; under Conftans 5 he wasa chiefe oppófer of- the Aa- 
nothelitesand afterwards a martyr. His Scholia upon that: place 
af Dionyfius, maketh this inference ri UD 79 “UR cadety rir lést 
C4 


ions, 
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cn cs Sejm, rupedorar 6 Xesds wis padami; T pue, that after 
Iudis bad gone forth from upper, C brifl gave the my fiery te bis 
Difciples. Againe, Kai npes eau, óT X) ‘uses LETHE TU pugna aers 
X Ta mornets. ra Sè pusiera Tis padameis UP ro erter gà Senye idt 
Viduy, als vais mí Tur vrO awe. Where note, that to bim «lfo, 
(that is, to Iudas ) be (Chrilt) gave of a myfticall bread (meaning 
the unleavened bread of the Paíffeover ) and cup ( meaning the - 
cup drunke at the Paíchall füpper) but the myfteries (thatis, the 
Euchari(icall bread and cup , commonly called the myfteries by 
ancient writers ) be gave to bis Difeiples after Indas went forth 
from fupper, as it were becaufé Iudas bimfelfe was unworthy of thefe 
my fteries. 

Adde hereunto the Teftimony of Georgius Pachymeres, who 
lived in the thirteenth Century : in his Paraphrafe upon that 
fame place of Dionyfius, he laith that Chrift himfelfe the author 
and inftitutor of this Sacrament, émoranso x, Swodiasd rer durgu- 
pire TH by idos cundermirerre "ledio. xy wore yap T pst APTE Xj 
dá momete uredis, so pueg pórous mis pauris, UD 70 erdir 
Znéivov èn và Jes, mptduce, ds dabis réswy SvrB- Ta lése. Chriit 
doth caft out and feparate or excommunicate moft juftly Judas , who 
had not holily fupped together with bina. For having given to bim 
alfo of amyfticall bread and.cup, be gave the myfteries to the Difi- 


ples alone , after be went forth from Supper , thereby as it were foew- ` 


ing tbat ludas was unworthy of thefe myfteries. 

By the myferies which Maximus and Pachimeres fpeake of, 
and which they fay Chrift gave to his Difciplesjafter Fudas was 
gone forth, Ican underftand nothing, but the Eucharifticall 
fupper, the Elements whereof ‘are very frequently called the my- 
fieries by the ancients , as hath been-faid:- And if any man fhall 
underftand by thefe my.ieries the inward graces orthings figni- 
fied.in the Lords Supper, then whatfencecan there bein that - 
which Maximus and Pachimeres ay? for Chrift could as eafily: - 
kecpe backe from Iudzs, and give to his other Difciples, thofe 
graces and operations of his Spirit,when Judas was prefent a- 
mong them, as when he was caftaut. So that it could not b2- 
faid that Chrift did cat out 7444: in order to the reftraining- 
fromhim, and giving to the other Difciples, the invifible in- 
ward grace fignified in the Sacrament, asif the other Apoftles - 


had’ 
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- had not received that grace at the receiving of the Sacrament, 
but that Indzs mutt firit be cat out, before they could receive 
it; or asif Iuda had received the inward grace, if he had not 
gone out from fupper. The fence muft therefore be this, that 
Indar as an unworthy perfon was caít out by Chrift, before 
he thought fit to give the Sacrament of his Supper unto his o- 
ther Apoitles. 

Unto all thefe Teftimonies adde Ammonius Alexandrinus de 
quatnor Evangeliorum confonantia, ea 155. where he hath the 
itory of Indas his receiving of the fop, and his going forth 

iia aS immediately after he had received it: thereafter cap. 15 6.he ad- 
Sor. Mig'e cap. deth the inititution and diftribution of the Lords Supper, as 
13. Patet ergo being in order pofterior to Iudas his going forth. So likewife 
quod Judas prius before him Tacianus doth make the Hiftory of the inftitution of 
exiit quàm Cbri- the Sacrament to follow after the excluding of Indzs from the 
ms company of Chrift and his Apoftles : which neither of them 
pip tm had done, if they had not believed that Iudas was gone before 
en; poft cali- the Sacrament. Wich all thefeagreeth ! Isocentins the third, 
cem commemo- who holdeth exprefly that the Sacrament was not given till 
rat tradiscrem, Tudas had goneforth: and that there isa recapitulation in the 
e yd ve narration of Lake. Moreover as it is evident by the foremen- 
selligi : Quia tioned Teltimonies of Theophyla that fome of the Ancients 
fepe fir in Scrip- did hold that Chrift gave not the Sacrament to Indzs: fo alfo 
tara ut ‘quod the Teftimony cited by Mr Prynne out of Victor Antiochenus 
prius faftum fu- beareth witneffe to the fame thing : fat tamen qui Iudam ante 
^ o d perreiam: Euchariftie Sacamentum exiviffe exiftiment. But yet 
That whole (faith he) there are who conceive that Tudas went forth before the 
Chapter is aerament of the Excharift was given. And with thefe words 
fp:nt in the Mr Pryzze clofeth his citation out of Victor Antiochenus. But 
debating of Iwill proceed where he left off. The very next words are thefe, 
mda i.d. de Sane Iohannes quiddam ejufmodi fabindicare. videtur. Certainly 
participatione Lib feemeth to intimate fome fucbtbing. Which is more then 
autem corpo: halfe a confenting with thofe who thinke that Izdas went 
ris & fanguinis forth before the Sacrament of the Lords Supper. I fhall end 
cjus, potreta with two Leltimonies of Kspertur Tuitienfis, ™ one upon the 


liquis opinari | 
quod ille(Judas)interfuerit.Sed profe&te diligentius Evangeliftarum narratione,do&orumque 
confiderata diverfitate,citius deprehendi , buic quoque Sacramento illum nequaquam inter- 
fuiffe, Nam cum accepiffet buccellam, qua ttaditor defignatus eft, exivit continuo. Goeth 

ü | IXCD > 
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E e apoucliaiaearnch of Hip RB BA Oihe oana, ` 
ixth : n another upon the thirteenth of Isbn. The dem in 70.13; 
tro Ppeaketh thus being Englifhed, Bus we nt Ka tbt, a PEE. 
it hath been alfo faid before ws , if Iudas after the fop did goe forth f quia, ficuc 


: Man ante nos di- 
immediately , as a little after the Ewangelift faith > without doubt, Gum (E. poft 
he was not prefent with the Difciples at tbat time when our Lerd bucellam con- 
did diftribute unto them tbe Sacrament of bis owne body and blood. tinuo Judas 
And a little after, Therefore by the Lords example the good eughtin-cxivit , ficut 


; : j Ayo pruld poft E- 
deed to tolerate the bad inthe Church, until by the fanne of judze me zi di- 


ment the graine be feparated from the chafe , O the tares from the cit, proculduc 
swheate: but yet patience mufi not be fo farre void of difcerning, bio nequaquam 
as that they {bould give the moft facred -myfteries of Chrif , to un- Difcipulis 


tunc interfuit 
worthy perfons whomthey know to be fuch. quando Domi, 


um illis corporis & fanguinis fai diftribuit. Et paulo poff Igitur exemplo 
pe a ahe i remote ‘oni iin n Ecclefia, donec ventilabro Judicii cones 3 
palea, bibi feparentur-zizania : verumtamen non co ufque indifcreta dcbet «ffe patien- 
tie,uc indigais,quos noverunt, Sacrofanca Chrifti tradant myfteria. | 
As for moderne writers, this prefent queftion hath been o Bet; jn 10.13. 
debated by Salmeron Tom. 9. Tratt. 11. and by Dr Keller in 30. cerra vide- 
opcm th of them hold that Iudas did rt «fle corum 
his Zricenium lib.2.cap.14. both o ^i -roth fententia qui 
not receive the Lords Supper. Mariane on Luke 22.21. citeth exiftimant Ju- 
authors for both opinions, and reje&eth neither. Gerbard dam inftituti- 
Harm. Evang.cap.171, citethfor the fame opinion, that Iudas oni facræ cænæ 
did not receive the Lords Supper , € belide Salmeron) Turrianus i Ec ~ 
-and Barradins : and of ours Vice arog ror ine ak" B x 
cator alii complures, faith he, amd many others. we Jude guidem 
Adde allo Zanchius upon the fourth Command. Gomarus vert pedes 
( who profeffedly handleth this queftion upon Inn 13.) Chriftus, fed 
o Beza puts it out of queftion , and P Toffann: celsus ic is the "a pe 
judgement:of many learned men , as.well as his tle di s eat bfehtali now 
culus following Rupertus, concludeth that-certain 7 am interfuerir, f- 
one forth;before Chrift gave the Sacrament to his Apoitles. So cut erud ii 
ikewife x Diodati and £ Gretins. "12 multi ex hoc. 
| ities OMufculus in locecom de cens Dorpp.3 51 Mihi fané dubium non eft,egreffum 
ad perficiendum traditionis {celys fuiffe Judam, priufquam Sacramentum hoc à Domino Dif- 
fcipulis traderetur. r Brodati upan Iob: 13.30. We may gather from hencethge he (J udas )did not 
communicate of our Saviours Sacrament. l Grotius annot-in 241,26. 21,2 $.Luk 22.2 t. Iob.1 3. holds 
that che Supper at which the fop.was given to Iudas É and from which he went forth , was the 
common fupper,andhat it was before the LordsSupper, and that Luke doth not place Chrifts 
worls concerning Iudds Luke 23.21. in the proper place. . iis By j 


T 
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. now the later Interpreters, yea Mr Pryzse himlelfe having ta- 


both tels us of Iudas his receiving of the Sacrament, and dif- 


- ofthe Lords Supper. That which Oecumenius in that place argu- 
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By this time it appeareth that Mr Prynme hath no fuch con- 
fent of writers of his opinion, or again{ft mine, as-he pre- 
tendeth. 

As for thofe Ancients'cited by Mr Prynne, fome of them (as. 
Origen and Cyrill) did goe upon this great miitake that the fop 
which Chrilt gave to Iudzs, was the Sacrament; which errour 
of theirs is obferved by Interpreters upon the place. No marvel] 
that they who thought fo, were alfo of opinion that Ledas 
received the Sacrament of the Lords Supper; for how could 
they choofe to thinke otherwife, upon that fuppofition? But 


ken away that which was the ground of their opinion, their 
Teftimonies will weigh the leffe in this particular. Cbryfoffome 
thinks indeed that: Iudas received the Sacrament, but he rakes 
it to be no warrant at all for theadmiflion of feandalous per- 
fons: forin oneand the fame Homily, Hom. 83 in Mattb. he 


courfeth at large againít the admiffion of fcandalous perfons. 
As for Bernard Mt Prynne doth not cite his words nor quote 
the place. Occumenius (in the paflage cited by Mr Pryzze ) faith 
that the other Apoftles and Iudzs did eate together communi 
menfa, ata common Table ; But he faith not at the Sacrament 


eth againít, is the contempt of the poore in the Church of 
Corinth, and the fecluding of them from the love feafts of 
the richer fort. Now, faithhe, if Chrift himfelfe admitted 
Iudas to eate at one and the fame Table, with his other Dif- 
ciples, ought not we much more admit the poore to éate at our 
"Tables, M: Prynze tels. us alfo that Nazianzen in his Chriftus 
patiens agreeth that Inds did receive the Lords Supper toge- 
ther with the other Apoftles. I anfwer, firft] finde no fuch 
thing in that place. Next, thofe verfes fo entituled, are thought 
to be done by fome lateauthor, and not by Nazizzen, as Io. 
NeWenklaius in his Cenfure upon them noteth, and giveth 
realon for it. Cyprians Sermon de ablutione pedum, as it is doub- |) 
ted of whether it be Cyprians, fo the words cited by Mr Prynme | 
doe not prove the point in controverfie. The other Teftimony | 
cited out of Cyprians Sermon de cena Domini , as.it is not tran- 


{cribed 1. 
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{cribed according to the original , fo if Mt Pryzze had read al] 


which Cyprian faith in that Sermon again't unworthy receivers, ^ 


peradventure he had not made ufe of that teftimony. Fhe 
words cited out of. Ambrofè doe not hold forth clearely 7uda 
his receiving of the Eucharifticall Supper. The words cited 
out of Auguftine epift.162. Judas accepit pretium noftrum, are not 
there to be found, though there befomethingto that fence. It 
is no fafe way of citations to change the words of Authors. 
This by the way. As for his other three citations out of Ax- 
guine Tratl.6. 26.& 62. in Job. Lean not paffe them without 
two Animadverfions. Firft, the greateft part of thofe words, 
which he citeth as Axguftives words, and alfo as recited by 
Beda in his Commentary on 1 Cor. 11. is not to be found either 
in Auguftine or Beda in the places by him cited ; vis. thefe 
words: Talis erat Fudss, crtamen cum fantlis Difcipali undecim 
intrabat é~ exibat Ad ipfam cenam Dominican pariter acceffit, 
converfaricum iis potuit, eos inquinare nom potuit : De una pane 
£ Petrus accipit & Iuda; à» tamen que pars fideli & infideli ? 
Petrus enim accepit ad vitam, manducat Fudas ad mortem: oui 
enim comederunt indigne judicium fibi manducat & bibit SIBI, 
NON TIEI, &c. Of which laf fentence if Mr Prynne can 
make good Latine, let him doe it, (for I can not) and when he 
hath done (o , he may be pleafed to looke over his Bookes bet- 
ter to {ceke thole words elfewhere, if he can finde them , for as 
yet he hath directed us to feeke them where they are not. My 
next Animadverfion fhall be this. The words of Axguftine, 
which Mr Prynne alledgeth for Fudas his receiving of the Sacra- 
ment, are thefe, Tratf.6. in Febe Num enim mala erat buccella quz 
tradita eft Tude à Domino? Abfit. Medicus non daret venenum : 
| falutem medicus dedit, fed indigne accipiendo ad perniciem accepit, 
quia mam pacatus accepit. Thus cheoriginall, though not fo re- 
cited by M" Prynne: but that I paffe;(o long as he retaines the 
fubtance. Yet how will he conclude from thefe words that 
dudas received the Sacrament of the Lords Supper, unleífe he 
make Auguftine to contradi& himíelfe moft groffély : for Trzé. 
62. in Fob. another place whether Mt Prynze direGeth us, ){pea- 
king of Chrifts giving of that fa or fop to Fudas, he faith, 
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Non autem ut putant quidam negligenter legentes tunc Judas Chriftz 
corpus accepit : but Judas did not at that time receive the body of 
Chrift, as fome negligently reading dee thinke. Which words 
Beda allo in his Comment on I». 13. hath out of Augaftine, 
Tt is Auguftines opinion that the Sacrament was given before 
that time , at which Iudas was prefent. That which Mr Pryzze- 
citeth cut of Algér#s (aMonks,who in that fame booke writeth: 
exprely for Tranfubitantiation) maketh more agaiiift him then: 
for him. For Algerus takes the reafon of Chrifts giving the Sa- 
crament to Fudis, to be this, becaufe his perverfe confcience 
though knowne to Chrift was not then made manifeft , 7542; 
not being accufed and condemned: fo that he was a fecret, not 
a {candalous finner. Thus farre we havea tate of Mr Prynnes 
citations of the Ancients. Peradventure it were not hard to: 
find: as great flaws in fome other of thofe citations.But it is not 
worth the while to ftay fo longupon it. Among the reit he 
citeth Haymo Bifhop of Halberftat tor Fudzs his receiving of the 
Sacrament. But he may alfo be pleafed to take notice that Hay-- 
mo would have no notorious fcandalous finner to receive the 
Sacrament, and holds that a man eats and drinks unworthily. 
qui gravioribus criminibus commaculatus prafumit illud. (C facras. 
mentum) fumere; that is, bo being defiled with baynous crimes 
prefiemeth to take the Sacrament;but if he had thought it(as Malter 
Pryane doth) the moft effe&uall ordinance, and readieft meanes 
to worke convertion and repentance, he could not have faid fo. 
That which Mr Prynne pag. 23. Gteth out of the two confef-. 
fions of B.benzia and Belgia , doth not affert that for which he 
citeth them. For neither of them faith that Fudas did receive 
the Sacrament of the Lords Supper. The Be/gik confeilion faith 
an evill man may receive the Sacrament unto his own condem- 
nation. As for ex ample, Judas and Simon Magus both of them did 
receive the Sacramental! figne. Ycan fubfcribe to all this; for it 
is true in refpe&t of the baptifme both of Iudas and Simon Magus. 
Bat Imuft here put Mr Pryzze in minde , that the thing which 
he pleads for, is extreamly different from that which the Bel- 
gick Churches hold. For Harmonia Synodorum Belgicarum cap. 
13. faith thus, Nema ad Cenam dominicam admittatur, nifi "y" 
ei 


~ 
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fidei Confe fionem ante reddiderit, & Difcipline Ecclefia flice fe fub- 
jecerityé vite incu pate teftes fideles produxerit. Let xo man be ad- 
mitted to the Lords Supper, except be who bath fivft made a confe 
fion of bis faith , and hath {ibjetted bimfelfe to the Church Difct- 
pline, and b ub proved bimfelfe by faithfull witneffes to be of am un- 
blameable life. The other confeífion of Bobemia faith that Iz- 
das received the Sacrament of the Lord Chrift bimfelfe , did alfo ex- 
ecute the funtion of a Preacher, and yet he ceafed not to remaise a 
divell, am hypocrite,érc. This needeth not be expounded of the 
Lords Supper ( which if hehad received, hcw did he ftill re- 
mainean hypocrite? for that very night his wickednefle did 
breake forth and was put in execution ) but of the Paffeover 
received by Iuda; once and againe, if not the third time. That 
Chapter is of Sacraments in generall, and that which is added, 
is concerning Ananias and his wife, theirbeing baptifed of 
the Apoftles. However the very fame Chapter faith that Mini- 
fters muft throughly looke to it, and take diligent heed left 
ghey give holy things to dogs , or caft Pearles before fine. Which 
is there applied to the Sacraments, and is not underftood of 
preaching and admonifhing onely as Mr Pryzze underftands it. 
Alfo the Booke entituled Ratio Difcipline ordinifque Ecclefia- 
flict ix unitate fratrum Bohemorum cap.7. appointeth not onely 
Church-difcipline in generall, but particularly fufpenfion 
from the Lords Table of obAinate offenders. Finally, whereas 
M. Prynne citeth a paffage of the antiquated Common prayer 
Booke, as it hath loft the authority which once it had, fo 
that paffage doth not by any neceffary inference hold forth 
that Indas received the Sacrament, as D. Kellet fheweth at fome 
lérgth in his Tricexiam. 

The citation in which M. Pryzze is moft large,is that of Alex- 
ander Alenfis part.4. Queft.ı 1. membr. 2. art.1. fel. 4. ( though 
not fo quoted by him) But for a retribution , I fhall tell him 
three great points, in which Alexander Alenfts in that very dif- 
pute of the receiving of the Eucharift, is utterly againft his 
principles. Fir, eAf/exander Alenfis is of opinion that the 
precept Matth.7.6. Give not that which is boly to dogs , neither caft 

- ge Pearles before fine, doth extend to the denying the Sacra- 
Q.342 ment 
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ment to known prophane Chriftians ; for both in that Se&ion: 
which hath been cited, and art.3.fect.1. anfwering objections 
from that Text, he doth not fay, that ic is meant of the word; | 
not of the Sacrament, and of Infidels, Hereticks, Perfecutors, 
not of prophane ones: but heever fuppofeth, that the Mini- 
fters are forbidden by that Text, to confent to give the Sacra- 
ment to prophane fcandalous finners. Secondly, Alexander 
Alenfis holds, that:Chrifis giving of the Sacrament to Ixdzs, 
is no warrant to Minifters to give the Sacrament-to publique 
notorious fcandalous finners, though they doe défireit. And 
thus he refolveth Ib. arte3.fect.1. Ifthe Prief know any man by 
confeffion to be in amortall finne; be ought tà admonifb bim in fecret, 
ibat be approach not tothe Table of the Lord : -and he ought to deny 
unto fuch:a one tbe body of Chrift,if be defrre it im fecrer. But if b. 
defire it in publique,then either his (irme is publique or fecret. 3£7 
publique, be ongbt fo deny if unto bim; zezrber. fo doth be reveale - 
finne beeanfe it ws publique: If private, be muft give it, left a worfe 
thing fall out. Thirdly,Alexander Alenfts holds the Sacrament of 
the Lords Supper, not to be a converting, but a confirming and : 
conferving Ordinance Ibid. art. 2. féct. 2. His words I fhall cite 
in the debating of that controverfie. i 
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CHAP. IX. 


bi bether Judas received ihe Sacrament of the Paffeover: 
that night in which our Lord was betrayed. 


M r Prynne (diSrufting peradventure the firength of his 
proofes for Jud: his receiving of the Lords Supper?) be- 

takes himfelfe co an additional! argument pag.2 4. AM our Antas 

gonifis, faith he, andibe Evangelifts clearely agree that Indes did 

eate thé Paffeover wiih Chrif bim[elfe, as well as ibe otber Apofiles : 

now the Pafseover was a type of the Lords Supper,éxc. Te feems he 

had not the notes of my Sermon truly (though he endeavour” - 

to confute it) for ididthen, and I doe ftill make a very great: - 
queftion of it, whether Ludasdid fo much as eate the Paffeover- 

at that time with Chrift and the other Apotiles: and] thinke: 

I have very confiderable reafons.which ‘make it probable that: 
Judas did.not eate the Pafleover that night wich Chrit and ` 

the Apotles. The refolution of this queftion -depends upon 

another, whether Chrift and his Apottles did eate the Paffeover 

before that füpper at which he did wafh his Difciples feet, and 

gave the {op to Iudas (after the receiving whereof I442; imme-- 

diately went out ) or whether that (üpper was before the eating ¢ Gerhard. Harm - 
of the Paffeover. I finde t {ome others as ‘well as my felfe have Evang.cap.170 
been of opinion; that it was before, not after the Paffeover ; Quidam fta- 
Cyea-that the Jewifh cu(tome was to eate their common Supper m. £c : 
before the Paffeover. See M. Weemfe his Chrifliau Synagogue Finn 149i 1 
pag 120.) T finde alfo Ammonius Alexandrinus de quatuor Evan- cenz five agni 
gelioruix confonantia cape 154. placeth that {upper mentioned paíchalis efui 
Jobn 13.25 4512,18. at which’ Jefus did wath his Di(ciples feers Przmktendam^ 
-and when he had done fate down againe , and told them that “° 

-he who was eating bread with him fhould betray him... Then : 
«2p. 155. "he proceedeth to the (tory of the Pafchall'füpper, in : 

which he concciveth the {op was given:to Indzsbutin this par- ` 

-ticular he did much miftake ; for the fop.was given atthe fame 

füpper » 
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füpper mentioned Isbn 13. 2,4,12,18. and not at the Pafchall 
Supper (as M Prynne alfo acknowledgeth,) This is cleare, that 
Ammnonius pleceth the common fupper at which Chriit did 
wan his Difciples feet, and told them of the Traitor, to have 
b- n betore the Pafchall fupper. ] will firit tell the reafons that 
incline me this way, and then anfwer the objections which 
may feem to be againft it. The reafons are thefe : 

1. The orientall cuftome was to walh before meal , not after 
they hadbeguntoeate. ` ' d 

2. This Supper (in which the fop was given to Iudas, where- 
upon he went away) was before the Feaft of the Paffeover, Iob. 12. 
I.a@e) Tis Ths 78 miog, meaning immediately before the feat 
of the Paífeover , it being reckoned from the time ofeating the 
Pafchall Lambe, and {o before the Feat of the Paffeover, hath the 
fame fence as Luke 11.238. ee? và delse, the Pharifee wondred 
that Chrift had not waíhed before dinner, that is immediately 
before dinner. So here] undeftand before the Feast of tbe Pafe- 
ever, that is immediately before the time of eating the Pafchall 
Lambe, which was the beginning of the Feaít of the Paffeover. 
You will fay perhaps that Chrift did not eate the Pafleover 
upon the fame day that the Jewes did, and fo thofe words 
before the Feaft of Paffeover, may be underftood before the Pafle- 


e 


over of the Jewes, not before the Paffeover of Chrift. I 


anfwer, whether Chrift and the Jewes kept the Paffeover at 


one time, is much debated among Interpreters. Barenins, To- 


fetus , and divers others hold that Chrift did eate the Pafchall | 


Lambe upon the fame day with the Jewes. Scaliger, Caufabon, 


and others hold the contrary. The queftion hath been pecu- 
liarly debated between 7ob. Olo Si PN and Ludovicus Ca- 
pelus , yet fo that Capellus (who followes Scaliger and Cafar 
bon) acknowledgeth that both opinions have eonfiderable rea- 
fons, and both are ftraitned with fome inconveniencies. 
EIIIKPIZIZ dewltimo Chrifti pafcbate pag.6. & 22. For my 


- part, I fhall not contend : but admit the diftin&ion of Chrifts 


Paffeover andthe Jewes Pafleover; yet faith AMaldonat upon 
Fob.13.1. I doubt not but 7obs under(tands Chrifts Pafle-over 5 
for all the Evangeliftsin the ftory of the laft Supper = ET 
peake 
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{peake of the Paffeover, they mean Chrifts Paffcover, and it was 
the true Paffeover according to the Law. 
3. That which makes many to thinke that Chrift did eate 
the Paífeover before that other Supper in which he gave the 
{op to Juda, is a.miitake of the Jewifh cuftome , which as they 
conceive was to eate other meat after , but none before the 
. Pafchall Lambe. Now to me the contrary appeareth, namely, 
that whatfoever the Jewes did eate before the Pafchall Supper, 
in the night of the Pafleover, was eaten before the Paíchall - 
Supper, and it wasamong them forbidden to eate any thing 
after the Pafchall Supper. Which may be proved not onely 
by that Talmudicall Canon (cited by D. Buxtorf in hift. inftit. 
cene Dom. ) which faith, The Paffeover is not eaten except after rion dimit. 
. . . c IMH- 
meal : but alfo more plainly by w Liber ritunum pafchalium lately tunt (cztum 
tranflated and publifhed by Kzttazgelizs: and by another Canon comedentium) 
cited by x Martinius. poft efum (ag- 
: , ni) pafchalis 
cum bellariis ( Hoc eft non finant cetum comedentium poft efum agni pafchalis comedere 
fecundarum menfarum delitias) Ibid. verfus finem Comedentium cxtus fic dimittitur,ut nihil 
amplius cibi aut bellariorum autfimiles fecundarem menfarum delitias , qux ad comm«ffa- 
tiones pertinent, illis comedere aut quicquam bibere permiffum fic : nea enim in more 
habent pof facram hanc cenam indulgere eommeffitionibus & porationibus, imo ne mi- 
nimum quidem;guftant. x Matth. Martiniw lexic. phill.pag.3$ 19. Nam fau Canton pachalis 
diferseinterdicebar, pofl paculum laudstionis, aliquid cibi aur ptus fumere. Ynterdicitur come- 
dere aliquid poft poculum hymni. Hic fuit verus ritus celebrationis pafcha temporibus Mef- 
fie, ec. : 
But there are two arguments which may be brought to prove 
that Isda: did eate the Pafleover with Chritt and the Apoftles. 
1. Becaufe that: Supper at which Izdar got the fop,was after the 
Pafchall fupper, for it is faid Iobm 13.2. Supper being ended. 
Which mutt be meantof the Pafchall fupper. I anfwer thefe 
words may very well be undérftood not of the Pafchall fupper, . 
but of that other fupper at: which the fop was given to Tadas. 
Andas for Zeímm Juss: fome Greeke copies have yvonévs and > 
Nonnus yyvuiveo: fo the fence were as Auguftine expounds, 
Supper being prepared and ready and {et on Table. But be it P 
Hronive or J24$7$, the matter Is not great; for there is no ne- 
ceflity of.expounding serrs:yropire, thus, when S PIN: 
ne 
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done or ended. It may fuffer other two fences. One is, that of 
Auguftine , when it was Supper time, or when Supper was fet 
-on Table. ‘And this fence is followed by Albinus Fliccus Al- 
eninys lib. de divinis Officiis, Artic.de Cena Domini. Cires v2fpe- 
vam vero cena facta, id eft prrata, & ad convivantinm men[am ufu 
` perduci, non tranfalla neque finità, furgit Fefus à cena e» n UN 
-veftimenta, cc. So likewife Marians upon Lb.13.2. tels us 
that cena fata, may well be expounded, ce à parat, orante - 
cenam, Or cum eeng tempus adefset, which he cleareth by the 
like formes of fpeech in other Scriptures. ! 
Secondly , Seve sop évs may very well be tranflated, ben 
 fupper was begun , or when they were at Supper, as Vhave before 
fhewed by like inítances inthe New Teiament, A4atth. 26, 
6.20. Things permanent ss a houfe, or the like are faid to 
be facte, when they areended and compleate. But things 
which are fucceflive are faid to bz frcte, when they are be- 
gun, as dies factus, , not when the day isend:d, but when 
it isbegun. Sohere, there can be no more proved from the 
words, but that {upper was begun, or they were at füpper. 
This fence is given by Oftander, Erafmus, Toffanus barm. evang. 
part 3.cap.1. befide the Centuriíts, Salmeron, and Lud.de Dicu be- 
fore cited. | 
The other argument may be this. Matthew, Marke and Luske, 
after they have told of the making ready of the Paffeover, adde 
that Chrift fate doxme with the Twelve. 
Anf:1:lt cannot be proved,that this.is meant of fitting down 
to eate the Paffeover ; nay, itrather appeareth from the Text, 
that it was to eate that other fupper, at which the fop was 
given to Indas; The fame difcourfe and queftioning concer- 
ning the Traytor, which Zohn fets down before 744a; liis 
getting of the fop and going out; is recorded by Matthew and 
AM srle,tco have been in that firt fupper,unto which Chrift fate 
down with the twelve when even was,come. Therefore Chrifts 
fitting down with the twelve Matth. 26.2052 Y. Mark 14.17, 
18. being fpoken of that fupper at which Chrift told his Dif- 
ciples that one of them fhould betray him, and every one 
asked Is it I? (which by Mr Pryznes confetfion was not the 
Pafchall 
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Pafchall, but the ordinary fupper-)!It followeth that the fitting 
down with the twelveisnot meant of che Paffeover, but ofan 
ordinary fuppet before the Paffeover. 

2 Lite ee words of Chrii's fitting down with the twelve 
are exoounded(though upon other conliderations Jas fpoken in 
reference not to-the P«fchall but the ordinary or common fap- 
per, by Lorines-inPfal. 101. 6. following Maldmat, and by 
Gerhard. Harm. Evang. cap.170. p.403. Their reafon 's, becaufe 
according to the Law, the P:ffeover was to be eaten ftanding, 
not fitting : bur that is more then can Le proved from the 
Law which doth not fo much as ipeake of tanding at the 
firk Paffeover. le is no neceffiry corfequence : they had 
their ftaves in their hands, ergo they were lianding. This by 
the way. : 

On Oning that Chrifts fitting downe with the twelve 
were {poken of the Pafchall fupper, yet the pafchall fupper be- 
ing afterthe other fupper, at which Iudzs got the fop and went 
away (which I now füppofe for the reafons before-mentioned 
till | fee better reafons to the contrary.) It might be faid, after 
Indas was gone, that Chri(t fate down with the twelve, as wel] 


as 1 Cor.15.5. itis faid of Chriftrifen from the dead, he wss 


feen of Ceph1s,then of tbe twelve, though he was feen onely of the 
eleven, and 1442; was gone to his place. Which anfwers all that 
can be faid from Luke 22.1 4,15. 

It I have not faid fo much, as to put it out of all que- 
fiion that 1442: did not eate of the Paffeover with Chriit 
and his Apoftles, yet I am fure I have cleared fo much as 
this, that Mafter Prynne will not be able to prove convin- 
EE that Fudzs dideate of the Paffeover that night with 
Chri. 

I will conclude with the pious obfervation of Mr Cartwright: 
that it was not a vaine or idle queftion, which the Di‘ciples 
propounded,( being commanded to prepare the PaíTeover ) they 
aske, where wilt thou that we prepare? Luke 22.8,9. for Chrilt 
having commanded them, that into whatfoever City they en- 
tered, they (hould enquire who were godly therein , and turne 
in to fuch, to lodge and to eate there; They did thereby jen 

re under- 
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underitand, that if in common and ordinary eating togethers 
then much more in this facred feat, they muk turne in to the 
families of the godly, and avoyd the prophane; efpecially cone 
fidering that they who were of that hou(hold were to eate the 
Palleover with Chrift and his Difciples, according to the Law 
From this very example of the: Pafleover he drawes an argu- 
ment for keeping off all ungodly and prophane períons from 
theSacrament, fo farre as is poilible. Thus Cartwright Harm. 
Evang. lib.3. pag. 162. The like obfervation Chryfiftome hath 
upon Adatth, 26.18. Iwill keepe the Paffzover at thy boufe with my 
Difctples. He bids us marke thofe words with my Difciples : not 


' with prophane or fcandalous ones, but with my Difeiplks. To 
the like purpofe ? itus Boftrorum Epifcopus in Luke 22. hath this 


obfervation. Non manducat autem hoc pafcha‘ cum fudeis y fed 
rantum cum Difcipul [uis : Siquidem Judei, propter obflinatam 
incredulitatem , hos pafcbate indigni erant. Yet be eateth mot this 
Pafleover with tbe Temes , but onely with bis own Difciples : foras 
much as tbe Tenssbecame of their obftinate incrednlity, were unworthy 
of ibis Paffeever. bs 


CHAP. 
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i CHAP. X. 


That ifit could be proved that Judas reeeived the Lords 
Supper; it maketh nothing againft the Sufpenfion of 
known wicked perfons from the Sacrament. 


T Have now done with the firt pare of this Controverfie con- 

cerning Iudzs,and have dilproved that which Mr Pryzze hath 
faid either for Ludis his receiving of the Sacrament of the Lords 
Supper , or for his eating of the Paffzover. In which particu- 
lars, though learned and godly Divines who are againtt the ad- 
miílion of fcandalous (innersto che Sacrament, are not all of 
one opinion, yet all looke upon it asa matter of debate, and 
I know none thatever cried downe with fcorne and contempt 
the opinion of Fudzs his not receiving of the Sacrament,exceps 
Mr Prynne whofe grounds are oftimes weakeít where his affer- 
tions are {trongett. - 

I proceed to the fecond anfwer. Granting that Fades did 
receive the Sacrament, that can make nothing for the admiffion 
of fcandalous finners whofe prophanne(fe and ungodly con- 
verfation is knowne, and maketh their name to ftinke in the, 
Church. For Fudas his wickedneífe was not publique nor 
knowne before he had got the fop and gone out, and leit the 
company of Chritt and the Apofiles. And moreover he who 
argu.th from Chriís receiving of Fudas to the Sacrament, 
when though his finne was yet fecret , yet Chrift knew him 
to be adivell ; to prove that the Elderfhip may and ought to 
admit one to the Sacrament, whom they know to be a Fadas, 
aDivell: may as well argue from Chrifts choofing of Fudas 
to be an Apoftle when he knew him to be a Divell, to prove 

_ the lawfulneffe of the Elderfhips choofing of a Miniter whom 
they know to be a divel! But now for that point of the {candall. 
or feerefie of Fudis his finne , let us heare Mr Prynnes reply, 
pag.26,27. He gives it foure feet eed upon. But thetruth 
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is, it hath but cwo (the fame things being twice told) and thofe 
how foundered yon hall fee by and by. 

Firt he faith, that at the time when Chrift inftituted 
the Sacrament he foretold the Difciples that Iudas (hould be- 
tray him Fobr 13. 18.t0 28. Matth.26.20.to 26. Marke 14.18, 
to 22. Like 22.21,22,23. More plainly pag.27. he faith,Chrit 
did admit Judas, ta eate the Paffecver and Sacrament with bir 
other Difciples , and they made not any feruple of confcience to com- 
municate with bim in bath , no not after Gbrift bad particularly in- 
formed them, and Jaudas bimfelfe, that be fbould betray bin, Matth. 
26.21. to 36. 3 

Anfw.1. It was but jut now thet Mt Prynne told us,(to mani- 
feft that Judas was at the Sacrament) that Luke placeth Chriils 
words concerning Fudzs, after the Sacrament, not before it. 
And more expreflely he told us out of Fobn that Chrifts dil 
courfe about Fudar, and his informing of the Difciples that 
one of them fhould betray him, and his giving the fop to Ix- 
das, was after the Sacrament, becaufe it was after fupper en- 
ded, the Sacrament being inflituted and diliributed before 
{upper ended Vindic. pag.18,19. & 25. The fame thing which 
before he made to be after the Sacrament, to prove that Iudas 
did receive the Sacrament, the very fame he now makes to be 
before tlie Sacrament, that he may prove Iudzs a fcandalous 
finner and a known Traitor, even before his recciving of the. 
Sacrament. And fhall he thus abufe not oncly his Reader, but. 
the Word of God it felfe with palpable and groffe contradi&ti- 
ons? I fhall befeech him in the feare of God to looke to it, and. 
never more to take this liberty to put contrary fences upon the 
holy Scripture, fo as may feeme to ferve moft for his prefent 
advantage. Surely fuch lucubrations are not onely fabitane but 
Sinful. 

2. His anfwer which now he gives us doth clearely yeeld, 
thefe two things : 1. That the Difcourfe about the Traytor,and 
the giving of the fop, Zubz 13. 8. to verf-28. was before the. 
Sacrament; Now I;4a; having gone out immediately after the 
fop , hereby Mafter Pryzze ftrengthneth my argument which I. 
brought to prove that Iwdas. did not receive the Sacrament ; 


which: 
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which argument in this very particular he formerly oppofted. 
2. Hehath here alío yeelded that thefe words Luke 22. 21522, 
23. Bui behold the handof bim ibst betrayetb mz is with me ou the 
Table,c-c. though mentioned after the Sacrament ( which is 
the mok colourable argument for Inds his receiving of the 
Sacrament ) yet were fpoken before the Sacrament , and that 

e order of time is not to be gathered from Luge but froni 

datthew and Aarke who record that difcourfe about I«dz; be- 
fore the Sacrament. And in yeelding this, he takes off his own 
ftrongeft argument,and confirmes what! have before taken pains 
to prove. 

3. Thofe Divines that hold Lud zs did receive the Sacrament, 
doe conceive that thofe words , But behold the hand of bim that 
betrayeth meee. were indéed fpoken after thé Sacrament, and 
that Luke-placeth them in their proper place. And fo holding 
that thedilcourfe about the Traytor was after the Sacrament, 
they doe thereby intimate that Indzs was not knowne to be the 
Traytor , ‘till after the Sacrament. Wherefore either a man 


- mut quicthe moft conSderable argument for Iidas his recei- 


ving of the Sacrament ,: or elfe acknowledge that Iudzs was not 
knowne by the Difciples to be the Traytor till after the Sa- 
crament. 

4. When after the giving of the fop Chrilt faid to Iudz;, 
That thou doft,doe quickly , No man at tbe Table knew for what 
intent be fpake this unto bim, Iebn 13.28. Butif Chrift had par- 
ticularly informed them that Iuda; was the Traytor, how is it 
that they could have been fo altogether ignorant of Chris 
intent, astothinke that he was ftill trufting Indas with the 
buying of what they had need of againft the Feaft, or with gi- 
ving tothe poore? ` Hence Lad. Capella Spicileg. in Inb.13.col- 
Je&eth -that when I»bz asked of Chrift, who it was, and when 
Chriitfaid, He it is nto wbom I (ball give the fp, this was but 
a fecret-conference, and the ref of the Difciples did hot heare it: 
elfe they could not have been fo ignorant of it. 

5. The places cited by Mr Prynve doe not prove that Chrift 
did particularly tell and informe his Difciples that Iudzs (but 
that one of: them ) fhould betray him. Chrift made it known 


to 
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to obn alone by the-figne of giving the fop, Ivb.13.26. Yea 

TheophyLif.wpon Ivb.13. thinkes, that as the other Apofiles 
heard not what Chrift faid to Isbn concerning the Traytor, fo 
Iba himfelfe even-át that inftant could hardly imagine that 
Fadas would commit fo great wickedneffe, Nullz;; ergo cognovit, 
faith he, 29 man did know it, which he gathers from the words 
of John himfelte, verl.28,29. Bucerws in Mutth.26.23.holdeth 
the fame. I know fome thinke.it was made knowne to all che 
Diíciples by that ALtih.26.25 Then ‘Indas which betrayed him 
anfwered. and Jaid, Mafter Is it 12. He faid unto bim, Thou baft 
frid. Bat others anfwer that it is not certaine that Chrift faid 
this to Fudés in the hearing of all the Difciples: alfo that 


thefewords Thou baft feid ; are nota‘cleare affirmation of the 


thing., Lad.-Capellus Spictleg. in Matth. 26. admitteth thefe 
words Thaw baft {rid , to be affirmative of that which had been 
faid. But he moves this doubt : when Fads had faid Isit I 2 
he did not affirme the thing,but doubted of it. How then did 
Chrilt returne fuch an anfwer as agreeth to that which 777542, 
had faid;as if it had been a pofitive truth. He gives this foluti? 
on y that Chrift as fearcher of the heart did ‘fpeake it to Judas, 
who was in his confcience convinced that-he was the nian, and 
fo affenteth tothetruth of that teitimony of his Confcience. 
Now this could not be certainly known to the other Apoftles, 
For my part | fhall not need\to contend much about that: 
for granting it to bea cleare; information to.al!the Diíciples 
that Ivdzs was the Traytor, yet (by their principles who hold 
Iudis did receive the Sacrament ) this was after, not before thé 
Sacrament;for they makethe anticipation to be in Maribew and 
Adarke,and the true order tobe in Lake) = 33 17 0707 
6. Belde that of the French Catechifme, which faith the 
impiety of Inds was concealed,and not broken forth into the 
light and knowledge of men when the Sacrament was given: 
take thel other Te:timonies, Martyr. in 1 Cor.5. Er quod. at~ 
tinet ad Judsmypeceztum ejm mom erat cognitum. atque. perpetum, 
nec nlla judicioconvitium. Gerhard. Harm. Evang. cap. 171. pag. 
4535 Jude [celus nondum erat in lucem produtium, fed amino fuo 
allud adonc claufum tenebat. Thefame he hath in his common 
places 
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places Toms. pag.191. where he fheweth that Indzs receiving 
of the Sacrament maketh nothing for the admiffion of ícan- 
dalous perfons', becaufe although I»42r had gone to the chiefe 
Priefts and agreed with them, this was knowne to none of 
the Difciples, at that time , but to Chriit himfelfe onely. Nay 
the Teiiimony cited by Mr Prynne himíelfe out of Alzerws de 
Sacram.maketh ftrongly againft him in this particular: wis 


enim faith Alzerus )Iudzs accufatus Gy damnatus non fuerat, ideo: 


Chriftees canfcientiam ejus perver{am, quamvis fibi notam damnare 


noluit.F or becanfeludas was net accufed c condemned,therefore Chri N 


would not condemne( openly ) bis perverfe comfcienceytbaugb known ts 
bimfelf Innocentius 3 in the place above cited De nz ft.Miffz lib.4. 
cap.13.after he hath afferted chat 1442s did not receive the Lords 
per, he addeth , that if it fhould be granted that 7242; did 


Sup 
receive it, this onely will follow at moft, that Miniflers are 


to admit to the Sacrament fuch as are not known to the: 


Church, to be impious or wicked, as Indas his wickednefle 
was not at that time knowne to the Diíciples. Likewife both 
Chryfafteme and Theophylaé upon Ibn 13. are cleare in this, 
that Iud; hypocrilie was not dete&ed to the Apoftles till 
Chrift did feparate him, and he went forth. Moreover I fhall 
minde Mr Prysse how he himfelfe doth apply this example of 
Iudas in his Ind:pendency examined, pag. 8,9. he argueth thus: 
Whether Indepindènts refufall 16 admit fuch Cbrifliams whe are n3t 
notorioufly feandzlous in their lives, mer groff-ly ignorant in the 
principles of Religion y: to the Sacrament of tbe Lords Supper, e~c. 
on ely upon this fufpition or appr ehenfton, that they are Vut carnali 
men, not truly regenerated or fanttified by Gods Spirit (though they 
cán not certainly judge of their prefent {pirituall conditions infal~ 
- libly known to God alone ) be not a very uncharitable arrogant , yea 
unchriftian praPzce,. contrary to our Saviours opne immediate 
example, who at the firft inflitution of this Sacrament admitted 
Indas to his laft Supper, as well as his Difeiples , though be cer- 


tainly knew bim to be both a Trayter and a Divell. In which ar Cus. 


rhentation he him/felf fuppofeth that Indzs was not notorioufly 
fcandalous, nor knowne to the Difciples, ( but to God and 


Chrift alone ) to bea Traytor and Diveli. For otherwife he 
"m. could 
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could not in any reafon argue thus again che Independents: 
becaufe if this fuprol:tion be not laid downe that Indias was 
an unregenerate yet not a fcandalous perfon : then the Inde- 
-pendents had this obvious anfwer , that if his Argument prove 
anything, it doth conclude the admiiion not onely of uns 
regenerzt d and unfan&ited, but of fcandalous perfons, to 
the Sacrament; whereas he brings it to prove againft them,that 
perfons not fcandalous, though unregenerate, ought not to 
be refufed the Sacrament. And now he brings the fame thing 
again't us to prove that fcandalous perfons ought to bead- 
mitted, if not excommunicated , and deürous to receive the 
Sacrament. He tels us by the way of Indes bis ibeevifb, covetonr, 
as well as traiterous difpofttion 15m 12.6. bot which did make 
bim feandslous. But he might have obferved , that the holy 
Chot fheweth plainly «hat. in thac att Indzs was not a fcan- 
dalous ünner in the efteeme of the other Difciples: for his 
cheevith covetous dilpolition was not known to the Difeiples ; 
yea the pretext of his care for the poore was fo plautible to 
them (though abominable to Chrift who knew his heart) that 
it is faid , notonely of Indis, but of the Dilciples (by his in- 
tigation ) they bad indignation at the wafting of that which 
might have been fold tor much and given to the poore, 
AMatib.2 6. 8. 

Let us now heare M: Prjrzmer other anfwer Vindic. pag 26527. 
he tels us that though perchance the other Difciples did not 
know that Iudas wasa Traytor anda Divell , yet Chrif him- 
felre did intallibly know all this of Ivdzs , and did notwith- 
ftanding admit him to the Sacrament. Whereupon he befeecheth 
all Mini.:ers not co make themtelves wifer,holier,rigider im this 
point then Chriit himfelte. 

Anf. 1. It Minitters did take upon them to fufpend men 
from the Sacrament upon their owne private knowledge of 
(ome fecret (innes whereof thofe men are guilty: his argument 
might fay fomewhat. But-the queition being of fufpention by 
the Elderthip upon the notoreity or proofe of the offence, and 
coniitoriall formall conviction of the offender, he faith here 
nothing to that point. 


2. What 
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2. What a Minilter fhould do when he certainly knows one of | 
the Congregation (not convi& nor notorioully (candalous J' to 
be a Iudas,a Traytor,a Divell,! will not now difpute. But furely 
Mr Prynner reafon why the mini(ter ought to admit fuch a one, 
is not rightly applied, * for Chrift did then know Indas to bea * Durantus de 
Traytor and a Divel,but how?not as man,by fight, information, ritibus Lib. 2, 


A | "fei Dr elus 5 cap. 38. num, 
or the like,but as God and as omnifcient, that is, he knew Luar 16.Ipfi tamen 


by that fame knowledge whereby he knows clofe hypocrites in (jie) cétpur 
whom no eye of man hath feen any thing fcandalous;but rather & fanguinem 
good and promiifing fignes; fome of this kind no doubt.are ad- (uum dedit,ne 
mitted to the Sacrament both among Presbyterians and Inde- occultum pec- 
pendents,whom Chrift knowes to be Fudaffes,becaufe he knows FÉ m t 
what isin man. But now for a Minifter to know (not the zv de 
heart and the reines as Chrift doth, but) m megyuan ot 7€ pauar bationc, ab a- 
{ome foule a& which a man hath done,and fome wicked profef- liorum com- 
fion which a man hath made, though in private, and not yet munione epa. 
known to the world; this is a very different cafe from the o- 759» E infra 
ther, and if Chrift had admitted Iuda; to t^ e Sacrament,know- « c we Y 
ing him by his divine knowledge to be a Traytor, this could nota erat Juda 
not prove, that a Mini(ler ought to admit a Traytor, whom by iniquitas; icut 
his humane knowledge he knows to beluch. Deo: non tà- 

_ 3. And if that which Chrift did in this particular ought to iab e m 
bea prefidentto Minifters what to doe in like cafes: Then as quo homini- 
Chrift had a molt fad and moving difcourfe about the Tray- bus inaote(- 
tor, till Izdzs himfelfe was made to underhand , that Chri(tcit. 
knew his traiterous purpofe , and then he faid to him, That Eo hard. Har. 
thou doft doe quickly, which x diverfe doe rightly conceive to be fon nm ys 
verbis Judam quafi excommunicat, & ex Apoftolorum collegio difcedere jubet, cum fe totum 
Diabolo tradidiffct.Qued facis fac citius, id eft , cum alii Magiftro te addixeris, & me audire 
pertinaciter renuas, abi ex meo & apoftolorum meorum confpc&u, &e. Ambro. lib. a. de Cain 
Gr Abel c.a Quod facia fac celerius, quid illud? ut quia introicratin illum Saranas,ipfe abi- 
ret à Chrifto, Ejicitur itaque & excluditur , eo quod jam cum Domino Jefu effe non poffet, 
qui czperat effe cum diabolo, ESfius in /0b. 4. Sent. difl. Y9.(ett. 9, Quin & ipfe Chriftus hanc 
poteftatem qua traduntur homines Sathanz, exercuiffe videtur, quando Iudam À fuo confortio 
removit, atque abire julsit dicende, Quod facis, fac citius. Chryloflome Hom. 21.in Joh. (accor- 
ding to the @reck Hom72.) making a Tranfition unto that Text, That thou d:£l dee quich'y, 
he u(eth thefe words, to expreffe what Chrift was at that inftant doing to Iudas 3j dewercey 
> and againe, xj 'UzéesA«y d'vrür, Chrift did feparate him from the reft of the Apoltles , and 

caft him out. Theop/ylad-upon the fame Pa s divifit Dominas G [eparavit ab alia di/cipulis: 

| as 


4 
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as much, as it Chriit had faid to him, Get you gone, | have no 
jj more co doe with you: He fpake it, ut a confortio fio recederet, 
i! that he might be gone out of his company, as Ambrofé takes it : 
and thus did. by the Sword of his mouth chafe away and as it 
were excommunicate [4445 before the Sacrament. Sofhoulda 
Minitter (1f he fee one in the Congregation whom he certain- 
ly knows to bea fuda, and to be living in fome abominable 
wickedneffe, even whiles he comes with a profeffed' defire to 
receive the Sacrament ) tell the Congregation , that he knows 
and fees one amongft them whom he certainly knows to be 
guilty of fuch a particular fecret- horrible finne , and (if itbe 
pollible) make the finner himfelfe to know by fach or füch a 
figne, that he isthe man whom hefpeakes of, and not to leave 
off powerfull checks, fharpe rebukes, terrible comminations, 
till by the blefling of God and the power of the word, he get 
fuch a one terrified and chafed away. | 
4. It fhall not be in vaine to obferve here that Gamacheus in 
teram partem Toome Queft. 64.¢.4. though he hold that Chrift 
gave the Sacrament to Fudzs (whence he argueth that the Sa- 
craments doe infallibly worke ex opere operate, where no barre . 
is put, though there be no faith nor d:votion exercifed in the 
receiver ) yet he doth immediately move this objection , It is 
unlawfull to give the Sacraments to the unworthy, and to fach 
yRefpondemus as Jive in mortall finne. Whereunto y he anfwereth , that itis 
ee indeed unlawfull to Minifters to give the Sacrament to the 
& peccare Mi- UNWorthy, when they can refufe them without fcandall ( a re- 
niftros qui dant ftri€tion which I füppofe Mr Pryzze dare not owne ; forif the 
Pape cun E. a or unlawfulneffe of the es mutt be dedi) "He 
ignis, quanco by the fcandalI, they goe upon a very flippery ground: e 
E e ng addeth that it is un fall he us to follow Gods example in 
i tl giving holy things to the unworthy, as it is unlawfull to fol- 
Deum hisle- low his example in the permitting of finne when we can hinder 
gibus non te- it. The like T finde in Alexander Alenfis, Summa Theol. partegs 


neri, cum fit 

fupremus Dominus , qui fuis denis utitur , prout voluerit , quemadmodum etiam Deus non 
peccat permittende homínum peccata, imo & ad peccati fubftaatiam concurrendosnobis verdy 
nee concurrere licet nec permittere aliquod peccatum, quando fufficienter & mo:aliter id im- 


pedire poffumus. Quel 
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Queft.11.membr.2. art.1. fef. 4. where he moves this objection 
in the queltion, whether Chrift gave the Sacrament to Juda. 
Chrift himfelfe hath commanded , Give not that which is boly to 
dogs, exc. and it feems he would not doe the contrary of that 
which himfelfe commandeth. Unto this obje&ion his anfwer 
is, that this prohibition lieth indeed upon the Minifters , Dit 
pencers of the Sacraments , but bindeth not Chrift himfelfe )) 
the Law-maker. As long therefore as we are able to prove from 
Scripture, that fcandalous perfons ought to be keep back from 
theSacrament,and that it is unlawfull for Church. officers to ad- 
mit fuch; the Eraftians doe but weakly helpethemfelves by 
arguing from Chrifts giving the Sacrament to Iudas. Which 
have faid by way of conceflion: for my opinion is, that Chrift 
did upon the matter excommunicate oder » and that his pra- 
&ice in this very particular is a patterne tous, which I hope] 
have made evident. ~. 
Finally, it is obíerved.by Fo. Baptifta de Rubeis in his Novum 
rationale divinorum officiorum lib. 1. cap. 24. that this caufe of 
Iudas doth not concerne ppblique aad known fcandalous per- 
fons, but fecret and — wicked períons , when they pub- 
likely defire to receive the Sacrament; who yet (faith he) ought 
to beadmonifhed and dehorted by the Minifter , that they come «s; |. pecca: 
not to de Sacrament : and if füch a one make his defire to re- ,. Per 


) p3  I€* tum eft mani- 
ceive the Sacrament fecretly known to the Miniter, the Mini- feftum, tunc 


fer ought to refufe him, though his finne be yet fecret,and not vers five in oc- 
publiquely known. * But if the finne be open or manifeft, then whe- colto five in 


ther the finner do fecretly or openly defire to receive the Sacrament, tbe 
Minifter engbt to refufe bim. 


manifefto pe- 
tit, debet ci 
deacgaiee 
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Char., XI. 


Whether 1t be a full difcharge of duty to adusonifh a fean- 
-dalous perfon of the danger of unworthy communica- 
ting € And whether a Minifter in giving him the S4-- 
crament after Juch admonition, be no way ouilty? 


r. Prynne pag. 28. ftateth the feventh point in difference 
NK X thus, Whether the Minifter bath not fully difebarged bis duy `- 
and con jcience if. be give warning to unworthy communicants ef the 
dauger they- incurre by their unwerthy approaebes to the Lords Table, 
and fertoufly debort them from comming 10 it, unleffe they repent, rea 
forme,and come preparedly ? But here he much miitakes his marke, . 
or hitteth it not, as may appeare thus. Firft, what if we fhould 
affirme it, as he doth? What hath he gained thereby? That the. 
Minifter hath not the power of keeping backe fcandalous per- 
fons: which cannot adde one dram weight to his caufe. The’ 
power is feated in the Elderfhip, of which the Minifteris a 
principall member: even as Ariftotle polit: lib. 3. eap.11. tels 
us that 9 Esadrhs is not the aaa but ñ Lear: Ic is not the Se- 
nator but-the Senat that doth rule. But if Mr Pryane nieant to 
conclude againft. the fufpenfion of fcandalous. perfons not éx- - 
communicated ( the thing which-all along. he oppofeth, ) he. . 
ought to have ftated the point thus; Whether the Elderfhip bath 
net fully difcharged their duty,éc. For every branch of this con- 
troverfie concerning Sufpention (which is an a& of jurifdiéien 
and cenfure) muft be fixed upon the Elderfhip, not upon the 
Minifter. There is a huge difference between the Minifters pera. 
fonall duty, and the cenfure of füfpenfion : in fo much that if 
the affirmative of this prefent queftion’ (as he flateth it^) were 
yeelded to him; it derogateth nothing from the power of the 
Elderfhip to fufpend from the Sacrament a perfon not exeom- 
munisate. Secondly, in the debating of this point hefome- 
times argueth againít the refufing or withholding of the Sa- 


crament, 
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crament by any AMinifler or Presbytery as pag. 29,30,31. fome- 
times he argueth that zo Miwiffers private judgement or con[ci- 
ence ought tobe therule of bis admitting any to, or fufpending them 
from the Sacrament, as pag. 52. Which isa confounding toge- 
ther of two moft different points. Thirdly, and if the que- 
ftion fhould be ftated of the Minifter his duty, that which 
Mr Pryane aflirmeth, viz. that the Minifter bath fully difcharged 
his duty and confeience , if he give warning to unworthy communi- 
cants of the danger -they incurre by their unworthy approaches, to tbe 
Lords Table, and feriou[ly debort them from comming to it, unleffe ’ 
they repent, reforme and come preparedly; is erroneous and falfe: 
for there are other neceffary duties incambent to the Minifter, 
in this bufineffe : as 1. he muft be earneft in his prayers to God, 
for the convertion and reformation of {uch unworthy per- 
fons, elfe that God would give his Spirit and affiftance to the 
Elderfhip , and others to whom the cafe (hall be brought, that 
they may faithfully doe their duty in refraining fuch per- 
fons: or Gf not fo) that God would by his owne providence 
keepe backe fuch perfons, or hedge up their way with thornes, 
and make a wall, that they fhall not finde their pathes to come: 
and prophane the Lords Table.’ 2. The Minifter mut deale 
feriou(ly with the Elderfhip by informations, exhortations, 
and admonitions, to move them to doe their duty. 3. The 
Minifter mutt give his owne vote and fentence in the Elderthip 
againít the admiifion of fuch perfons:. 4. If (which God for- 
bid) the Elderfhip be not willing to doe their duty , but fin- 
fully negle& it, the Minifter ought to addreffe himfelfe with 
his complaints to the fuperiour Ecclefiafticall affemblies ( as 
they lie in their order ) that they may interpofe by their au- | 
thority, to rectifie the mal-adminifration of the Congrega- _ 
tionall Elderfhip. 5. Andif it fhould fall out thata fcanda- 
lous unworthy perfon fhould finde fo much favour in the - 
higher affemblies, alfon as that they (hall judge him.fit to be , 
admitted to the Sacrament; yet if the Minifter know himcer- - 
tainly to bea fcandalous abominable perfon; and bealfo cleere. /! 
in his. conícience, that the matter of fcandall is- füfficiently ') 
proved; he muft not.doean unlawfull a& in obedience to men, 
| but. 
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but walke by that Apoftolicall rule, 1 Tizt.5. 22. Be not parta- 
her of other mens finnes; Keep thy felfe pure. In doing whereof, 
he doth not make his confcience the rule of infli&ing any cen- 
fure and particularly of füfpending from the Sacrament(which 
niuft be done vari of maebrev by many ) but yet his conícience 
fo farre as it is informed and illuminate by the word of God, 
is a rule to him of his owne perfonall acting or not aéting,not- 
withíianding of which the offender flands rectus in curia , and 
is not excluded by the fentence of any Ecclefiafticall Court. I 


.confeíle a Miniíler ought to be very cleare in his confcience, 


and be perfwaded ( not upon fufpicions, furmifes, or fuch like 
fleight motives, but ) upon very certaine grounds, that the 
fentence of an Elderfhip, Claffis, or Synod is contrary to the 
Word of God,before he refufe to doe the thing. 
But what may be the reafon why Mr Prynze is fo large upon 
this point from pag.28.to 35? 1 takenot upon me to judge 
de intentione operantis. But the intentio operis is to yeeld fome- 
what in lieu of fufpenfion from the Sacrament, which yet 
fhall be no Church cenfure nor a& of jurifdi&ion , and fo to 
make the difcipline of Sufpenfion ( yea and Excommunication 
too)to be of no neceffary ufeinthe Church. For if it be fat 
ficient and a full difcharge of duty, to admonifh unworth 
{candalous perfons, not to come to the Lords Table, unlefle 
they repent and reforme , this cuts off the neceflity of Cen- 
fure, whether Sufpenfion or Excommunication. As for that 
admonition ,or warning to be given, itis no Church ceníure, 
nor actof Jurifdiction , efpecially when given by the Minifter — 
alone; for no Ecclefiafticall jurifdi&ion can be excercifed , or 
Cenfure inflicted by any one man, how eminent foever in 
the Church. Yea when it isa Confiftoriall or Presbyteriall 
Admonition, it is not properly a Cenfure,but a S to Cen- 
fure. 1-Becaufe Admonition doth not exclude a perfon fromany 


Church priviledge nor from communion in any Ordinance. 


And how can one be faid to be under Church cenfure, who ftil] 
enjoyeth all Church priviledges ? 2. If Confiftorialladmonition 
beabinding, whereis the loefing of that bond? Every cen- 
fure confiftorially infli&ed , muf be alfo confiftorially —— 

oH, 
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off, upon repentance appearing in the party. Thefe things I 
doe but tcuch , that I might make it appeare how Mr Prynnes 
do&rine tendeth to (trip Elderfhips out of all jurifdi&ion or 

ower cf Cenfures. Now come we to the particulars, wherenI 
doe not finde any great matter to infift long upon. 

He firft premifeth fix conclufions. Suppofed conclufions he 
may make them, but proved Conclufions they arenot. The 
firft of them is indeed ufhered in fyllogiftically,but very weakly, 
as fhall appeare. The ftrength of his difcourfe he contracteth: 
into this argument. ; 

Thofe who have atrue right to the Sacrament, 
as vifible members of the vifible Church, ought not 
in juftice or confcience to be deprived of it, in cafe 
they demand it, by any Minifter or Presbytery. 

But all unexcommunicate Chriftians, who are 
able to examine themfelues, as viftble members of 
the viftble Church, have a true right to the Sacra- 
ment in cafe they doe demand it, when publiquely 
adminiftred. 

Ergo, they ought not in juftice or confcience be 
deprived of itjby any Minifter or Presbytery when 
publiquely adminiftred,if they fball requireit. — 

Anfw. Firft, this is felaciz plurium interrogationum s. for thefe 
words, ar vifible members of the vifthle Church, both in the Adajor 
and Miuor , clogge and confound the argument, and patch up 


two diftin& propofitions into one. 
Secondly, his A42jor cannot be admitted without a diftin&i- 


on. There is Fus ad rem, and Jw inre. There is aremoterighty. JJ 
or aright in aff: primo, that is, fuch a right, relation, or V 


habitude as entitleth a perfon to fuch a priviledge or benefit, 
to be enjoyed and pofleffed by himi when he fhall be capable arid: 
fit to enjoy it: Such is the right of a Minor to his inheri- 
tance : Such was the right of lepers of old to their Tents, 
Houfes,and Goods, when themfelves were put out of the Camp, 


and might not ( during their leprofie ) a&ually enjoy their 
own. 
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-own habitations: Such is the right which.a man hath in Egz- 
land to his fequetred Eftate, Lands, and Houfes ; he doth not 
lofe but retaine his Right, Title, Charters and Deeds (as 
valid in Law, and not made voyd or null ) and may be againe 

_ admitted to the a&uall poffeffion upon fatisfa&ion given to the 
State: and a huge difference there is between Sequeftration, 
and forfeiture or Outlawry. There is againea proxime right, 
or aright iz atfw fecundo, which rendereth a perfon actually 
and prefently capable of that thing which he is entituled unto. 
If Mr Prynnes major be underltood of the firk kind of right, I 
deny it. If of the fecond kind of right, I admit it, and ie doth 
not help his opinion, nor hurt mine. 

Thirdly, yea himíelfe muft needs admit an exception from 
his major propofition , for by his owne principles, thofe that 
have a true right to theSacrament, as vifible members of the 
vifible Church , may be excommunicated and fo deprived, not 
onely of the Sacrament, but of all other publique Ordinances, 
When he tels us here that nothing but an alinall excommunica- 
tion can fufpend them from this their right, he doth but begge 
that which is in queftion. And if his Argument conclude a- 
gainft a leffer Sufpenfion from their right, why not alío againft 
the greater ? i — 

- Fourthly, hehath not proved his minor, efpecially being 
underftood of the fecond kind of right, which renders men 
a&ually and prefently capable of the thing. He faith that the 
Sacraments were bequeathed by Chrift, to bis vifible Church 
on Earth , and all vifible members of it. Which he hath not pro- 
ved, andIdenyit, except it have this limitation, all vifible 
members of the vifible Church, which are ( vifibly or im external 
profeffion and conver{ation ) qualified according to the rule of Ghrift, 
and againft whofe admiffion to the Sacrament there is no juft ex- 
. ception. 

P ifthly, when he concludeth , that no unexcommunicated 
Chrifiians who are able to examine themfelves (that is,ashim- 
felfe hath explained , who are not naturally difabled as chil- 

jı dren, and fooles: though he fhall finde it a very hard taske to 
prove,that all other unexcommunicate Chrittians befides thefe, 


are 
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are able to examinethemfelves) ought in juice or confcience 
tobe deprived of che Sacrament by any Miniter or Presbytery: 
he doth upon the matter conclude, that the Ordinances of Par- 
liament Ob. 20. 1645. and March 14. 1645. authorifing 
Presbyteries to fufpend from the Sacrament {candalous per- 
fons unexcommunicated,are contrary to all juítice and coms 
fcience. N. B. 

Sixthly, as touching that limitation yeelded by himfelfe,thac 
they mutt be fuch as are able to examine themfelves , I aske, 
1. Åre perfons groffely ignorant able to examine themfelves? 
2. Are drunken perfons able to examine themfelves ? 3. Are 
men of corrupt minds and erroneous, yea prophane principles, 
who call call good,and pervert Scripture to the defending of 
fome grofle finnes , ‘are thefe able to examine themíelves ? 
4. Arethofe who are known that they had never any worke 
of the law upon their confciences to convince or humble them 
(for by the Law is tbe knowledge of finne ) able to examine them- 
felves? If the anfwers be affirmative, then furely this felfe- 
examination is not rightly apprehended what itis. If the an- 
fwers be negative; then thofe who in their addreffícs to the 
Lords Table are found ignorant, or drunke, or defenders of 
finne, or prefumptuous and unconvinced , and doe manifeftly 
appeare fuch , though they be not excommunicated, and bee 
ing profeffed Chriftians, and defiring the Sacrament, yet ought 
notto be admitted. 

I proceed to his fecond conclufion, the ftrength whereof (fo 
farre as Jam able to gather from his difcourfe ) may be drawn 
together into this Argument. Such as in all ages, yea by the 
very Apoftles themfelves , have been deemed hit to receive, and 
could not be denied the Sacrament of Baptifme, ought to be 
(being baptifed and unexcommunicated, and willing tocom- 
| municate) admitted to the Sacrament of the Lords Supper. But 

in all Churches from Chrif's time till this prefent, all external] 
profeffors of Chrift, even carnall perfons, onely upon a bare exa 
sernall profeffion of faith and repentance, were deemed fit to re- 
ceive, and were never denied the Sacrament of Baptifme (yea, 
faith he, we read in the very Apoftles times that a meere external 
| fleigbt confefion of finne, and profeffion of the Chriftian faith, was 

y Ttt fuffcient 
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fufficient to enable finvers to be baptized Ergo, all externall pro- 
faiors of Chrii:;&c. ought co ve adinitted. co the Sacramentof 
the Lords Supper. 

Anf. 1.. | retort the Argument thus. Such as have been dee: 
med by the Apol-s and by all well conftituted Churches, un-- 
worthy to be admieted to Baptifme , ought alfo to be deemed 
unworthy ‘though baptiied) to be admitted to the Lords Sup- 
per. But all known: wicked and prophane livers, how able 
and willing fo ever to make conteilton of the true Chrifian 
faith, have been by the Apo'iles and al] well con:.ieured Chur- 
ches dtemed: unworthy to be admitted: co Baptifme. Ergo, all: 
known wicked; &c. More of this afterward" Chap. 13. and 
€b-p. 15.. 

d condly; an(wer directly, I.difinguihh the Majòr, T deny 
the Minor. Idi inguilh the Majo: Thofe who have been ad- 
mitted: to- Fapti(me onzht to be admirted to the Lords Supper 


- ceteris paribus, if the proportion ho'd'imthe particulars, and 


ji 


if they be as free of {candalous innes now wh n they deure to. 
receive the Lords Supper, as they were when they detired to. 
receive Bapti(me. He needed not make fo great d matter of our 
fufpending fromthe Sacramenta perlon- “ormerly deemed fit to 
receive Baptifme. For why? the perfor is afcandalous perfon 
now which lie was not then. My limitation of caceres paribus he- 
litmíelfe muft admit; otherwife how will he defend his owne 
Principle, thatthe fiagicious, abominable and obftinate fin 
ners who cannot be reduced by Admonitions , may and’ oughc 
to be excommunicated, and fo to be cut off from: the Lords: 
Supper, and all other publike Ordinances, although ‘ormerly 
deemed fit to receive baptitme ? The Minor lutterlv deny as 
moft falfe ard-as.a reproach ca upon the Apofles themfelvess 
Mt Pryanes Rule is to large, that Turkes or Pagans who pra- 
ically live in Idolatry , common fwearing , adultery , drun=- 
kenneffe, murthering, ftealing, or the like, and’ are known to: 
live in thofe abominable fcandalous finnes, ought neverther 
leffe upr a meere external fleight confeffion of firme, and profeffiom 
of the € briflian taithybe baptifed: When expeéted bis proofe: 
from the Apo: les times, he oncly tels us chat Philip baptized: 
Simon Magus though-be were in tbe gall of bitternefie. and bond of - 


iniquity. 
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iniquity, ATs 8. Yea, faith he, many other who turned Wolves, 
Apoftates y Hereticks were brptifed by th: very Apoftles, Ads 20. 
2 Tim.3. lfhe had proved that Simon Mew was known to 
be in the gall of bitternefle and bond of iniquity when Philip 
did baptize him, er that the Apo;.les did baptifeany (upona 
fleight externall profeilion ) who were then known to be 
Wolves, Apottates, and Hereticks , he had faid more for his 
caufe then al] his booke faith beiide. But to tell us that fome 
perfons baptiz d (he might as well have faid th: fome perfons 
who received the Lords Supper did appeare afterward to be.in 
the gal! of bicternefle, Wolves, Apoftates,Herstickes, is as much 
astotravell , and to bring forth nothing. For how {hall ever 
this reach the admiffion of known prophane perfons to the 
Lords Supper? That which he had to prove was the admiffion 

" (not of hypocrites;but ) of knowne fcandalous profane perfons 
to Baptiime. 

His third conclufion tbztit is the Miniffers bounden duty to ad- 
minifier the S.er.aments to their people , as well as to reacb and pray; 
no man will deny it, fo that the Minifters doe it debito modo, 

. and according to the rule of Chrift: they are ftewards.of tbe 

myftarics of God: moreover it is required in ftewards that a man be 
found faithfall, Y €or.4.1,2. Ve isthe bounden duty of Stewards 
to give the childrens bread:to children and not to dogges and 
{wine.. lt is not the duty of Miniftersto preach peace to the 
wicked, and much leffe to feale it to them who areknowne to 
be fuch. 

The fourth concla(icn , that the Word and Sacraments are 
fet accidentally for the fall and ruine,as wel as for the falvation 
of men ; maketh nothing to the purpoíe in hand. Whatever the 
fecret intention of God be, and his unfearchable judgement 
upon thefoule of this or that man, it is no rule of duty to the 
Miniter or Elderfhip To the Law aadzo the Teftimony Secret things 
belong 10:God. i 

The fifth, that God onely iufalibly knows the hearts, and prelent 
fteteaf all men, is no whic neerer the point. The Elderihip inde 
geth of words and works, profeffiens and prattifes. By teir fruits ye 
foal know them, | 

Tit a The 
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The iixth, that no Adinifters private judgement or eonfeience 
onght to be the rule of bisadmitting any te, or fufpending them from 
the Sacrament, is allo wide from the controverfie in hand,which 
is concerning the Elderfhips (not che Minifters ) power. Of the: 
Minifters perfonall duty ] have {poken before. 

"Thefe tix conclufions premifed , M:r Pryzze proceeds to 
prove, that a Adinifter in delivering the Sacrament to a feandalous 
unexcommunicated perfon, vrBo after admonition of the danger , deth 
earneftly defire to receive it, vc. becomes no way guilty of his finne 
er punifoment, in cafe be eate or drinke judgement by bis unworthy 
receiving of it. His firit reafon, becaufe this receiver hatha true: 
right to this S agament, as avi fible member of the vifthle Church , is 
the fame thing which I have already anfwered: His fecond rea- : 
fon, beeeufe be (the Minifer ).bath no Commi fion from: Chrift to. 
keep back fuch a perfon , doth not conclude that the Minifter be- 
comes no way guilty cc. He had to prove that a Miniiter hath no. 
commiiion touching this bufineffe, but onely to admonifh the 

crlon of the danger: | hold there are other tive duties incum- _ 
Ea to the Minier.. Of which before. If any of thefe duties be 
neglected, the Minifier is guilty. Whether fuch a perfon.ought 
to be kept beckejs the pointin controverlie, and therefore he 
ought not have Aken the negative pre confeffo.. 

His third réafon pag. 53. is the fame which was ufed by 


z Confirm, Thef. z Frafits as one of his arguments againft Excommunication, 


P: gs 120. 


that the Apočle faith, Let a man examine bimfelfe, and fo let 
bim eate of that bread, and: drink of that cup. 1 Cor.11.28. There- 
fore a mans fitnefle or unfitneffe for the Sacrament, is not to be 
judged: by others, but by himfelfe oncly , and if he judge him- 
felfe fic, the Elderfhip hath no power to exclude him. The 
fame Scripture is.here preffcd againít us by Mr Pryzze to prove, 
that if a man judge kimfelfe fitly prepared, joynes wiih- others in. 
the putbliqme confeffion of bis finnes , and promiferb newneffe of lifes 
the Minifter (he (hould fay the Elderfhip) ought in point: of eba- 
rity to deem bim fò, and bath no commi(fion from Chrift to exelude 
himc, Let aman therefore examine himfelfe, not others , er others 
him. 
I anfwer, 1. The fel@examination there {poke of, is not: 
a. 3 mentio- 


Chap.11. Ordinance of Church- government vindicated. 485 


mentioned as exclufive: for it isnot faid, Let a man examine 
bimfelfe onely. 2. Yet 1 can grant it to be exclufive, it being un- 
derítood of that judging of amans felfe, which prevents the - 
judgement of God verf.3 1. no mans examining of another can 
doe this, but his examining of himfelfe. That which can give 

us confidence and boldneffe before God , and affure our hearts 
before bim, 1 Job. 3. 19. is not the examination or approbation jj E 
of others, butof our owne confcience; for what man knowes 1) 
the things of a man, fave the fpiritof man which is in bim? 1 Cor.2. 
11. The Paftors and Elders of Corinth had admitted fome to 
the Lords Table, whom they judged fit and worthy Communi- 
cants, but God judged otherwife of them. Theréfore faith the 1 
Apottle, letaman make a narrow fearch of his owne con{ci- / 
ence, and not reft upon the judgement of others. 3. If it be e- 
nough for a man to examine himfelfe , by what warrant doth’ 
M: Prynne require more, namely, that a man joyn with others 

in the publique confeflion of his finnes, and promife newneffe 

of life. 4. lt is not enough for a notorious {candalous finner 

to judge himfelfe, nor yet to joyne with others in publique 
confeffion : but he muk publiquely and particularly confefle his 
owne finne, which he muft doe perfonally, or for his own part, 
and. others can not doe it with him. 5. @Azgzfixe tels us when a Tom. 10. hom 


a man hath examined himfelfe, he muk alfo edifie the Church so. Ec cum ia ^ 
fe protulerit ^ 


(which before he fcandalized)) by a publique declaration offe P: 
repentance for his fcandalous finne. + 6. Mr Pryzse himfelfe Se ge 
Vindic. pag.50. will not have an excommunicated perfon, to rris venin 
: : i$ š * tentiam,veniat 
be againe received and admitted to the Lords Supper till pub ad antittites, 
lique fatisfatiion given for the fcandall , and open proféfion of az pex quos illi ia 
amendment of life, accompanied with externall (ymptomes of repen- Bcclc(iá claves 


tance. And why all this examination fhould not be required miniflrantur,. 
& tanquam 


for a prevention of excommunication, yea of füfpenfion,,, I ponus; nci 
know not. ens jam cffe 
&lius maternorum membrorum ordine cuftodito, à prap«ficis facrorum accipiat fatisfa&ionis- 
fuz modum, utin offerendo facrificio cordis contribulati devotus & (upplex , id tamenagar, 
quod non folum illi p:ofic ad recipiendam falutem, (ed etiam cxcerisad exemplum. Uc fi pec- 
cata ejus non folum in gravi ejus malo,(ed etiam in fcandalo eft aliorum : aique hoc expedire. 
vidctur urilitart EccleGz,antiftiti in notitia multorum; vel etiam totius plebis agere peniten ». 
tiam:non reculete: 


Mr Prynnes 
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Me Pryanes fourth realon ie, becaufe che Miniiter adminifters 
the Sacrament to that fcandalous unexcommunicated perfon, 
a toa perfon outwardly fitted and prepared, the inward prepara- 
tion of whofe heart for ought be knows mzy be fincere towards God, 
and really changed from what it was before. 1 appeale to every 
godly Minier, whether this can pacihe or fecure his corfei- 
ence , that a fcandalous unexcommunicated perfon living iu 
known prophanneffle and wickedneffe, is or may be eiteemed 
2 perfon outwardly fitted and prepared for the Sacrament,. 
yea that che inward preparacion of his heart, while he is living ` 
in grofle fcandalous finnes, may be fincere towards God and 
really changed from what it was before: and that th refore 
he (the Minier ) in delivering tbe Saerament to a [candalums 
‘unexcommunteated perfon who after admonition of the danger , doth 
earnefily deftre to receive it , a conceiving bimfelfe in bis owne 
beart and confeience meet to participate of it, hecom-s no. way guil- 
ty, &*c? The Lord fave me from that Divinity which holds 
that a fcandalous perfon in the Church may be admitted to 
the Lords Supper as a perfon outwardly £tt d and prepared for 
that Sacrament. 

Fifthly, he argueth from the holineffe and lawfulneffe of 
adminiliring the Sacrament, and the Miniiters good inten- 
tion to beneft all, and hurt none by it. 

Anfv. The firít part of this reafon is a fallacy ab ignoratione 
Ekencki: the point he had to prove was , that the adminiltra- 
tion of the Sacrament to a fcandalous perfon , is aholy lawfull 
action. The latter part doth not conclude. A good intention can 
not juftifiea ünfull a&ion. 

Sixthly, faith he, becaufe juha perfons unworthy reseiving is 
onely contingent and cafus s no Minifter or creature being able in- 
fallibly to judge , whether God at this inftant , may not by the emni- 
potent working of bis Spiris, &c. change both bis yeart, and bis 
life. 

Anse. 1. By this principle the Minifter fhall becomeno way 
guilty, if he deliver the Sacrament to an Heathen, to an ex- 
communicated perfon, for the fame reafon will have place in 
that cafe as much as in this, viz. God may at the very m 
1 Ore 
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before or in the act of receiving change the heart and life of fuch 
a Heathen or excommunicate perfon. 2. A fcandalous pro- 
phane perfon his unworthy rec-iving,is cafuall and contin- 
gent im fenfu divify, but not ia fenfit compofito , that is, perad- 
venture God. will give him repentance and change his heart 
and his life, which done, he fhall come worthily, and receive 
worthily: but while he is yet (candalous and neither heart nor 
life yer changed, his'receivingin that efate will certainly be 
an unworthy receiving : for it implies a contradiction and 
impoflibility,.to fay that a mans life can be changed while it is 
not changed, i» fenfie comp fire, or thata man can be worthy 
while he is unworthy. 3. lc isa moft tinfull tempting of the 
Almighty toca ^ his word b-hind us, and then expeft the wor- 
king of Omnipotency for that whereof we have neither promife 
nor exanwlein the word. a NON md 

Seventh!y, he argüeth from our Conceffions that Ministers: 
may adminitier the Sacrament to niasked hypocrites, and yet 
are not guilty of their unworthy receiving. This he faich isa 
yeclding our objection falle ih the cafe of (candilous perfons 
too. But his reafon is iuftas if he had faid; Mini&ers are not 
guilty when they give the Sacrament co chofe who are not fean- 
dalous. Frgo;they ate not guilty when they give the Sacrament. 
to thofe that are fcandalous.  Orjasit he had argued chis - He 
that harbouretlia Traycor whom he doth not nór cánnot know: 
to be fuch, is not guilty. Erge,- hethde harbouretha knowne: 
Treytorisnotguilty. — - 

Eighthly, ( for he hath given his feventh already ) he tels 
us, that ? be Minifter ouely gives tbe Sacrament, andthe unwortby: 
receiving is the receivers own per fonall att and fome alone, — 

Anfie.1. He begges againe and againe what is in OneTion.. 
2. There is an unworthy giving, as well as an unworthy recei- 
ving. The unworthy giving is a finfull a@of the Miniier, j} 
which makes him alfo acceffary to the (inne of unworthy recei= 
ying, and fo partake of other mens finnes. 

X The ninth concerning Chrifts giving of the Sacrament to: 
udas is anfwered before. 

The tenth I have: a]fo anfwered before in his fourth conclu: 

| fion; 
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fion. The Miniiter is a {weet favour of Chrift, as well in thofe 
that perifh by the Sacrament, as in thofe that are benefited 

it, with chis provif? , that he hath done his duty, as a faithfull 
Steward, and that he hath not given that which is holy to 
dogs, elfe God fhall require itat his hands. 

Finally, he argueth from 1 Cor. 11.29. He that eateth and 
drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh ( not condenination but ) 
xép& Judgement, (meaning fome temporall judgement) to hiss 
felfe not to the Minilter or Communicants. ) ' 

Anfw. 1. Whatever be meant by judgement in this place, cer- 
tainly icis a punifhment of finne, and fuch a thing as procee- 


deth from Gods difpleafure: andit is as certaine that unwor- 


thy receiving maketh a períon lyable to a greater judgement 
them that which is temporall., 2.Ifto bimjelfe be reftri&ive and 
exclufive in the cafe of clofe hypocrites, fuch as are by Church- 
officers (judging according to outward appearance) admitted 
to the Sacrament; yet how will icbe made to appeare that the 
Apeftle meant thofe words as reítri&ive and exclufive in the 
cafe of fcandaloas and knowne unworthy communicants. 
3. Such a fcandalous perfon doth indeed eate and drink judge- 
ment to himfelfe; but this can neither in whole nor in part 
excufe but rather greatly aggravate the (inne of the Minfter : for 
when a wicked man dieth in his iniquity, yet his blood God 
will requireat the hands of the unfaithfull Minifter, who did 
ftrengthen his hands in his finne. 


CHAP. 
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W he:ler the Sa rament of tbe Lo ds 
Supper b’ a co.verting or regen ra- 
ting O: dinone’: — 


Had in anfwer to Mr. Prynns third Duere , given this rea- 
fon why prophane and fcandalous perfons are to be kept off 
from the Sacrament, and yet not from hearing the Word:be- 
caufe the word is not oncly a confirmingand comforting, 

but aconverting Ordinance, and is a mean appointed of God to 
turn (in^ers from darkues to light, and from the power of Sas 
than to God : Whereas the Sacrament is not a converting, but 
a confirming and fealing Ordinance, which is not given to the 
Church for the converfion of Sinners, but for the Communion of )) 
Saints : It is not appointed to put a man in the ftate of grace, 
but to feal unto a man that intereft in Chrift and in the Cover 
nant of Grace which he already hath. Mr. Prynne doth with 
much eagerneffe contradict meinthis, and argue at length the 
|} contrary. ( Which is the marrow and fatneffe (if there be any ) 
in his debate concerning the eighth point of difference) Where- 
by he doth net onely contradi& me, but himfelf too (as (hall ap- 
pear ) yea and joyn notonely with the more rigid Lutherans, 
but with the Papifts themfelves againft the Writers of the Re- 
formed Churches. For the very fame thing which is contro- 
verted between him and me, is controverted between Papilts 
and Proteítants, The Papifts hold that the Sacraments are in- 
firumental, to confer, give, or work grace; yea ex opere operato, 
Vuu as 
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as the School-men fpeak. Our Divines hold that the Sacra. 
ments are appointed of God, and delivered tothe Ghurch as 
fcaiing Ordinances, not togive, but toteltifie what is given, 
not to make but confirm Saints. And they do not onely op- 
pofe the Papifts opus operatem : but they fimply deny this in- 
(trumentality of the Sacraments, that they are appointed of 
God for working or giving grace, whereitignot. Thisis fo 
well known to all who have ftudied the Sacramentarian con- 
troverfies , that I fhould not need to proveit, Yet that none 
may doubt of it , take here fomefew infteedof many teltimo- 
(5) ig nies. (5) Calvin holds plainly againft the Papifts that the Sa- 
jor.edit.. — Craments do not give any grace, but dodeclareand (hew what 


1539. Cum hoc God hath given. 
tantum in mini- 


ferio babeam (Sacramenta) teflificari nobis ac confirmare Dei in nos benevolentiam (gt. Ut que ner 
largiantur quidem aliquid gratia, fed renuncient Cy offendant qua divina largitate nobis data fant. 


"He clears it in that chapterthus, the Sacraments are like 
feals appended to writs, which of themfelves are nothing, if the 
paper or parchment to which they are appended be blank., A- 
gain, they are like pillars toa houfe which cannot bea foundati- 
on , but a (trengthening of a houfe that hath a foundation ; We 
sre built upon the Word , the foundation of the Prophets. and 
Apoftles. Again, Sacraments are to us from God, that which 
meffenpers are which bring good newes from men, they declare 
what is, but do nct fo much asinftrumentally make it to be. 
Thefeare Calviss fimiles. 
" (5) Bullinger confuteth the Popith doctrine concerning the 
CA i ' *' Sacraments conferring of grace, by this principle,that the Saints. 
Docuit vulgus ave jultified and fanctified before they are fealed and confirmed by 
Sacerdotum gy tle Sacraments 


Monachberum fw à 

Sacramenta nee | ' T 

ve legis non tantum effe figna gratie, fed fimul etiam gratie Canfas , hoc efl qua habeam virmiem- 
conferendi gratiam. And after. Santi y eletti Dei non tum primum gratia Dei donifque caleftibus 
participant, cum Sacramenta percipiunt. Etenim rebus prius quam fignis participant. And after. 
Pro'ndein Cana Hla non primum accipiuntur divina beneficia , fed pro acceptis aguntur gratie. Effeci 
his opinor, evicique Sacramenta wn conferre gration. 


d. Ur finus 
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(4) Urfinus {peaks fo fully and plainly for us, that none can (4, v.c. 

fay more, He diftinguifheth bet ween the Word and Sacraments, Tr2@, Theol. 

as between converting and cenfirming Ordinances, and argu- pig. 350. 

eth that the Sacraments do not confer grace , becaufe we receive Sicut ver bum eff 

not the thing by receiving the figne, but we get the figne becaufe converfionis y 


it is fappofed we have the thing. Yea he fpeaks of it as a princi- dh 
ple known to children. reu nt 
organa confirma- 


tien (yc. Nenres accipimus ideo quia fignum accipimus : (ed fignum nobis tribuitur quia res babe- 3 1 
mus : idque ita, ut non cur habeamus caufa, fed quod eas habeamus teftimoniun fit. Ibid. de Sacrara. )J 
definf. quinti Arg. Pag. 557. Nos vero fupra boc difcrimen verbi Cy Sacramentorum non diffima- 
lavimus, quod fides per verbum incheatur : Sacramentorum ufu autem confirmatur, exercetur, fovetur, 
augetur jaminchcata. Sacramenta enim ne docent quidem, nedum confirmant , nifi praeeunte verbo 
dy addente explicationem typorum. — Ideirco etiam Sacramenta iis inftituta funt, quos Deus jam pro 
membris Ecclefie a nobis vult agnofci. — Inchoatie igitur fidei ordinaria verbi propria eff ; confirmatio 
inchoate , Sacramentis cum verbo communis eff. Judicium de difciplina Ecclefiafticaad fnem 
‘Tom. 3 pag.89. Quafi non pueris jam norum , verbum ey converfis y mon converfis effe annunci 
andum, quo illi quidem conftrmentur, bi vero convertantur. Sacramenta autem iis effe infamia. qui 
jam funt comuerft (5: membra populi Dei faci. 


Wolfangus Mufculus in his (5) common places faith thus, slo (e) DeCona 
feth nat what manner of perfons we must be When we approach to Dom. pig.350 
this myflical T able of the Lord, to Wit, not fuch as do therein firk of Rui non vida 


all feck the fruition of the body and blood of the Lord, as if we were es ice 


yet deftitute thereof; but fuch as being already before partakers Domini menfam 
thereof by faith, do de [ire to corroborate more and more in our hearts, accedere oporte- 
the graceouce received by the Sacramental communication of the bo- 4? nempe non 
dy and blood of the Lord, and by the remembrance of his death , and +s qui fruitio- 
to givethanks to our Redecmer. fanguinis Dome 
(f) Martin Bucer upon Matth. 18.17. puts this. diffe- ni primum in ea 
rence between the Word preached, and the Lords Supper; that a edd -y 

| uam illius ad- 
puc experte: fed qui per fidem illius jam antea participes, gratiam femel PPE So hac 
Sacramentali corporis ac fanguinis Domini, (y mortis ipfius rememoratione, incordibus noftris magia 
ac magis corroberare, vedemptorique gratiae agere cupiamus. (fF) Adhac pradicandum iis queque. eff, 
qui nondum audierunt , aut Certe nondam perceperunt, Attamen utcunque feratur impuritas conven- 
tuum ub; ver bum praedicatur, quam Chriftus (ox Apoftoli quoque tulerunt : Gene tamen communio (ut 
dixi) purior effe debet. Nam publica eff eorum qui palam fe Chriftianos profitentur , de redemptione 
gratiarum actio : tdee circa banc,ut communionem Chrifti folemniter fantli percipiunt , ita excludendi 
inde [nt qui vita fia fe extra banc communienern effe, manifeffo probant. 
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the Word may be preached to the unconverted : but the Lords 
Supper may not be given toany who by their lives do declare 
that they are out of communion with Jefus Chrift. Which is the 
very point now in controverfie. 
Garaia (€) Feftus Honnins Difp. 43. Thef. 3. confuting the Popith 
ae ufam Sacra- OPINION of the Sacraments working or giving grace, brings 
wenterumbaxc this reafon againftit; They that receive the Sacraments, have 
gratiamomnino this grace before they receive them,neither are any to be admitted 
babent : neque ad to the Sacraments who may be juftly fuppofed not to be juftifizd 
Sea mare _and fandt:fied. 
bent qui eem gra Aretins Coment. in Mark 14. loc. 3. obferveth, Qui admiffi 
tiamproetsta fint ad ifl aem Coenam? difcipuli folum , Who were admitted to that 
moda non habeat, ( euchariftical) Supper? the Difciples oeely. Hence he inferreth : 
neque ESA Quare myfteria bac ad folos fideles pertinent : Wherefore theft my- 
E imde fleries do pertain to tbe faithful alone : thatis, to thofe whoare 
grafununtur. fuppofed to be converted and beleevers. 
i Voffius Difp. de Sacram. effic. part. pofter. After he hath ob- 
ferved two refpe&ts in which the Sacraments do excel the 
Word. 1. That Infants who are not capable of hearing the 
Word, are capable of the Sacrament of Baptifme, and are 
brought to the laver of regeneration. _2. That the Sacraments 
do vifibly and clearly fet before our eyes that whichis invifible 
(b) Quened- jn the Word.Headds (^) The/.49.other two refpe&s in which the 
dec oy ol Word doth far excel the Sacraments. 1.That the Word can both 
plici nomine pre- beget & confirm faith:theSacraments cannot beget faith in thofe 
flant verbo, iti- that are come to age, but onely conferve and increafe it. 2. That 
dem verbum du without the word we cannot befaved,for he that beleeves not is 
Ot aE $4, condemned; now faith commeth by hearing:but the Sacraments 
cramentit. yna though profitable means of grace,yet are not fimply neceflary. 


qued verbu in adultis co generet fidem, e genitam foveat atque alat : Sacramenta vero eam 
non gignant , fed tantum genitam confervent atque augeant. Altero qued abfque verbo nen falute- 
mur. Ob. i 


The confeffion of the faith of the Church of Scotland in the Ar-— 
ticle entituled to whom Sacraments appertain,faith thus. But the 
Supper of the Lord we confeffe to appertain to fuch onely as be of the 
houfhold of faith,andcan try.and examine themfelves as well in their 
faith, as in their duty towards their neighbours. The Belgick Con- 
feffion Art. 33. faith of the Sacraments in generall , that on 

atn. 
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hath inftituted thein to feal his promifes in us, to be pledges 
of his love to us ; and to nourifh and {trengthen our Faith, And 
() Art.35. They plainly bold that the Sacrament of the Lords TTE 
Supper is intended and inftituted by Chrift for fuch asare alrea- sofrem AM 
dy regenerate, and are already quickned with the life of grace.  chrifum jerva- 
i torem nojtr . 
fane Came Sacramentum ordinalfe & iaflituiffe, wt ea nutriat co fuflentet eos, qnos jam Lie 
erc. Atvero, ad confervitionem vite Piritwalis & cateflis, quam fideles yam babent, Deva illis panem 
vivifi.um mifit crc. E 
The Synod of Dort in their Judgement of the fifth Arti- 
cle of the Remonftrants (*) Set. 14. afcribeth both the in. 
choation and confervation of grace tothe Word : but afcribeth Teo a 
onely to the Sacraments the conferving, continuiBg, and perfe- poe frun aries 
éting of that begun grace. | per predicationcm 
bis tacho:ve , ita ptr ejufdem auditum, lectionem, meditatimem, adhortationes, minas, ron hdd cm 
per ufui Sacramentorum illud confervat, continuat et pes ficit. | 
In the Belgick form of the adminiftration of the Lords Sup- 
per (See Corpus Difciplira lately publifhed by the Minifters 
and Elders of the Dutch Church at London pag. 16.) itis faid 
thus. Thofe which do uot feel this Teftimony in ther hearts ( con- 
cerning their examining of themfelves touching their repen- 
- tance, faith, and purpofe of true obedience ) they eat and drink 
judgement to themfelves ; Wherefore We alfo ( according to the 
Commandement of Christ ana the Apoftle Paul ) do admonish all 
_ thofe Whe find themfelves guilty of tbefe enfuing fins, to refrain 
: fiom comming te tbe Lords Table, and do denounce unto them that 
they have no part in the Kingdom of Christ. 
( Here follows an enumeration of diverfe fcandalcus fins con- 
cluded with this general, and all thofe which lead a {candalous 
life.) Ali thefe as long as they continue in fuch fins , fall refrain 
Fom this [Diritual food -( which Chrift. onely ordained for his faith- 
x people) that fo their judgement and damnation may not be the 
reater, Which plainly intimates that they hold this Sacrament 
to bea fealing, nota converting Ordinance. And this they alfo 
fignifie, Ibid.pag. 17. Andto theend We may firmly beleeve that 
we de belong to this gracious Covenant , the Lord Jefu in his last 
Sapper tosk bread. Qc. l 


(k) Quem ad 


Vuv3 J ! Parens 


E 
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D Explic (1) Parens puts this difference between the Word and Sa- 
(1) Explic. : ; : : 
Citech.Qzft. craments ; that the Word is a mean appointed beth for begin- 
67. Verbum eff ning and confirming faith : the Sacraments means of confirming 
mftrumem"" it after itis begun. Thatthe Word belongs both to the conver- 


v oud is ted and to the unconverted : the Sacraments are intended for 


Qv confirmat in thofe who are converted and do beleeve , and for none o- 


nobis fidem ideo- thers. 

que verbum. de- 

bet praire. Sacyamenia. funt organa Spiritus fantEi per que fidem inchoatam confirmat : ideoque Sa- 
cramenta debent fequi. bid. Queft. 81. Art. 1. Sacramenta tantum fum inflimte fidelibus gy 
converfis, ut his promiffionem Evangelii obfignent , (y fidem confirment. Verbum quidem eft cone 
verfis, dy non converfis commune , ut couvert confizmentur , nondum converfi convertantur : Satra- 
menta vero ad folos fideles pertinent. 


And though the Latherans make fome controverfie with 
(m) Loc.com. us about the effect of the Sacraments, yet (™) Joh. Gerhardus 
Tom. 5.p38-1- doth agree withus in this point, that the Lords Supper is not a 
Per Baptifmam . : dfi henine Ordi 
vegeneramur ac Tegenerating but a confirming and ftrengthening Ordinance,and 
yenovamur : per this difference he puts betwen it and Baptifine. 
Sacramentum 
Cene alimur ac nutrimur ad vitam aternam. In Baptijmo praefertim Infantum , per Spiritum S. fi~ 


des accenditur : in ufu facra Cone augetur, confirmatur, Cy obfignatur. Per Baptifimm Chrifto in- — 


Serimur, in quo fpirituale incrementum falutari Cena ufu accipimus. 


(n) Tom. 1. (?) Waleus afferteth both againft Papifts,and againft fome 


pag. 477- of the Lutherans , that Sacraments do inftrumentally confirme 
dr anmnptr and increafe faith and regencration ; but not begin nor work 
Sacramenta eti- lr - quia, = 


am fides ¢ re- faith and regeneration where they are not, 

generatio exhi- , 

betur ? Refp. Diflinguendum inter primum fidei dy refipifcentia initium, dy confirmationem ejss ac 
augmentum. Nemo admittitur ad Sacramenta nifi pre fideli (y. pænitente habeatur ; quemadmodum 
verba clara funt, Qui(quis crediderit & baptizatus fuerit. Infantes habentur pro fæderatis, ac 
proinde etiam pro iis qui spiritum fidei acceperunt, fedde bac re poftea. Sicin Cana. requiritur , WE 
hemo probet fe an fit in fide , (y ut digne manducet : infidelibus enim vel nendum credentibus nulla j- 
unt promiffiones , ac proinde nec obfignantur. Perperam ergo ftatuunt ipfa Sacramenta effe € 
prime regentrationis aut juflifi cationis, tum Pontificii, tum Lutherani quidam. — Sed ft fdei Cy rege- 
nerationis conftymatio Cy augmentum fpetfetur, reče sribuitur Sacramentis ut caufis inffrminentalibus. 


Petrus Hinkelmannus de Anabaptifmo Disp. 9. cap. 1. Error 
6, difputeth againft this asa Tenent of the Calvinists. a 
| | abent 


"x 


J 
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babent Spiritum S. kabest ves fignatas ante Sacramenta t the faith- 
ful have the holy Spirit, they have the things which are fealed, before 
they receive the Sacraments. Brochmand. Syftews, Theol. Tom. 3. 
de Sacram. Cap. 2. Quast. 1. condemneth this as one of the Cal- 
vinian errors : Sacramenta non effe gratie conferenda divinitus or- 
dinata media: that Sacraments are not inftituted and apposnted of 
God to be means of conferring or giving grace. Which he faith is 
the aflertion of Zuinghus, Beza, Danem, A1nfculus, Pifcator, 
Vorffius. The Lutheran opinion he propounds ibid. guest. 6. 
that the Sacraments are means appointed of God to confer 
grace, to givefaith , and being given to increafe it. Efthius in 
Sent. lib, 4. dist. 1. Sect, 9. {tateth the opinion of the Calvinists 
( ashe calls us) thus, ju/ificationem ufu Sacramenti efe priorem, 
obtentam nimirum per fidem qua homo jam ante credidit fibi remitti 
peccata; Sacramentum vero poflea adhiberi, ut verbo quidem pro- 
vi ffTonzs fides confirmetur x elemento vero ceu. figilla quodam diplc- 
mati appen[o eadem fides obfignetur 5. atg, ita per Sacramentum de- 
claretar te[latumóá, fiat bominem jam prius e[fe per fidem juftificae 
tum, Thishefaithis manifeftly contrary to the doctrine of the 
Church of Reme, from which ({aith he) the Lutherans do not fo 
far recede as the Calvinists. ^ Gregorius de Valentia in tertiam 
partem Thome Difp. 3. Quaft. 5. punct. 1. thüsexplaineth the 
Tenent which he holdeth againft the Proteftants concerning the 

Sacraments giving of grace. Sacramenta effe veras canfas quali- - 
tatis gratia non principales, fedinftrumentales s boc ipfo. videlicet, 
quod Deus illis utitur ad produ&lionem illius effettus,qui ef gratia, 

tameth (upra naturam feu cfficacitatem naturalem ipforum, 

The Papifts difpute indeed what manner of cafuality or ver- 

tue it is by which the Sacraments work grace, whether Phifca,.. 
_ aor Ethica ; whether swfita, or adfita. In which queftions they 
i» »notallgoone way. See Gamachaus. in tertiam partem The. 
uest. 62. Cap. 5. But that the Sacraments do work or give 
grace to all fuch as do not ponere obicem, they all hold againft the 
Proteftants. They difputealío whether all the Sacraments give 
thefitft grace, or whether Baptifme and Pennance onely give 
thefirlt habitualgrace , and the other fiveSacraments (as they. 
make the number ) giveincreafe of grace. Butinthis they all 
agree, that habitual grace is given inall the Sacraments 2 the 
| ewe 
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New-Teftament : the Thomifts hold further, that the very firt 


grace is d? facto given in any of the Sacraments. See for the for- 


(o) Becanus mer ( 9) Becanus, for the latter (P) Tannerus. 
Theol. Schol. 


part. 4. Tra&. de Sacram. Quel. 7. Omnia Sacramenta rove legis femper corferunt gratiam babi- 
tulem (eu qufisficanterà , non pozentibus obicem , ac proinde gratia bavtinalis efl communis quidam cffe- 
éiutomiwm Sacramentorum : EB communis fententia. (p) "Tannevusin Thomam. Tom. 4. 
Difp. 3. Q wk. 3. Dub. 5. | 172 ormia Sacramenta de fatto nonzunquam poffunt ex opere optrata 
(Chow much more if there be alfo o;us operantis ) covferie primam gratiam. Hace fiateatia magis 
pia ce prohabilior , quam docct S. Thomas crc. eandem communiter (équmitur Toownfte. He con- 
firms it thus. Quia quedam Saciamznta per fe pro-rie folum inffi:uta ad dandam prima và grati um, poffunt 
conferre (Ccundam. | Ergo etiam per fe infituta ad hanc poterunt conferre primam exc. Atque boc etiam 
féxfia admitti potefl quod no»mulli dixeruat , emeibus Sacramentis (ub ratione faltem generica Sacramenti 
nove Legis, cif non fpecifica, per fe convenire ut gratiam primam conferant, 


You will fay peradventure, that Proteftant Writers hold 
the Sacraments to be — 1. Sigoificant or declarative: fignes, 
2. Obfignative or confirming fignes. 3.  Exhibitive fignes, 
fo that the thing fignificd is given and exhibite to the foul, T 

-  anfwer, That exhibition which they {peak of, is sot the giving 
of grace where it is not (as is manifcft by the afore quoted Tefti- 
monies) but an exhibition to Veleevers , a real cff. &ual lively 
application of Chrift and of all his benefits to every one that be- 
leeveth , for the ftaying, (trengthenipg, confirming, and com- 
forting of the foul. Chawsierus contrattus. T om. 4. lib. Y. cap. 2. 
D ocemus ergo in Sacramentorum perceptione effici gratiam in fideli- 
bus: & batlenus Sacramenta dicenda efficacia. Polan, $yntag. lib. 
6. cap. 49. faith the vifible external thing in the Sacrament, is 
thus far exhibitive , quia bona fpiritualia per eam fidelibus fignifi- 
cantur, exhibentur,communicantur e& obfignantur. So that in this 
point Habenti dabitur isa good rule. For unto every one that 

(14 hath fball be given, aud he fball have abundance; but from hi 
I1 that hath not fhal be taken away even that which be hath, Marth, | 
25.29. Our Divines do not fay that the Sacraments are exhibi- 
tive Ordinances , wherein grace is communicated to thofe 
who have none of it, to unconverted or unbeleeving per. 
fons. tie : 
^ * By thistime it may appear (I fuppofe ) that the contro- 
verfie bet ween us and the Papifts concerning the effect of the Sa- 
craments (fetting afide the opus operatum, which ıs a diltinct 
à contro- 
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controverfie, and is diftin@ly fpoken to by our Writers, fetting 

afide alfo the cafualitas phifica and infra, by which fome of 
the Papifts fay the Sacraments give grace, though diverfe others 

of them hold the Sacraments to be onely moral caufes of grace) 

_isthus far the fame withthe prefent controverfie between Mr. 

Pryxn and me , that Protcftant Writers do not onely oppofe the 

opus operatum, and the cafualitas phyfica © infita, but they op- 
pofe ( as is manifeft by the Teftimonies already cited) all cafu- 

ality or working of the firft grace of converfion and faith in oz 
by the Sacraments, fuppofing al wates a man to be a beleever and 
within the Coveuant of grace before the Sacrament, and that he 
is not made füch, nor travflated to the {tate of gracein or by the 
Sacrament. This the Papifts contradict , and therein Mr. 
Prynn joyseth with them, When Bellarmine brings an imper- 
tinent Argument : TheSacraments ( faith he) have not the 
fame relation to faith which the Word hath: Nam verbum Dei 
precedir fidem, Sacramenta autem fequuntur , faliem in adultis, 
T be Word of God doth go before faith, but the Sacraments follow af- 
fer it; at leafl in thofe who are of age. Dr. Ames Bell. encrv. Tom 
3. lib. Y: cap. 5. corrects his great miltake or oblivion. Hoc illud 
(fl qued nos docemus : Sacramenta confirmare fidem per verbum 
Dei prius ingeneratam , faltem in adults. This (faith he) ss 
that which we teach, rhat the Sacram nts confirm that faith Which 
was (rft begotten by the Word of God, at leaft án thofe who are of 


Age. 


Mr. Prynns affertion is, that the Lords Supper is a conver- 
. ting, as well'as a fealing Ordinance; for clearing whereof he 
premifeth two diftin@ions. There are two forts both of 
converfion and fealing, which he faith his Antagonifts to dee 
Inde the vulgar have ignorantly, Wilfully, or injadicioufly confoun- 
|. ded.» Whether fuch language befeems a man fearing God, or hoe 
£ nouring them that do fear God, let every one judge who know- 
eth any thing of Chriftian moderation. See now if there be any 
reafon for this grievous charge. Fer? (faith he) there is an ex- 
ternal converfion of men from P agantfme or Gentilifme to the exter- 
nal profeffion of the faith of Chrift. This (he faith) is wrought 
by the Word or by Miracles , and effected by Baptifmein refe- 
rence to infants of Chriftian Parents. But how the argen 
j 5.3 5 MN K | 


Book 3. 
of fuch Infants is brought under the head of converfion from 
Paganifme to the external profeffion of Chrift, I am yet to learn. 
Secondly faith he,T bere is à converfion from a meer external formal 
profeffion of the Dottrine and Faith of Chrif, to auiuWward [piritu- 
al embracing and application of Chrift Withbrs merits and. promni[es 
to owr fouls, by tbe fuving graceof Faith, andtoanholy Chriflian 
real change of heart and life v In this laf comverfianythe Sacrament 
of the Lords Supper is not onely a fealing or confirming, but likes 
Wife a regenerating and converting Ordinance as Well as tbe Word, 
He might upon as good reafon have made a third fort. of 
converfion from a fcandalous and prophane lifeto the external 
obedience of the will and commandements of God. But all 
this ts to feck a knot in the rufh ; for there is but one fort of con- 
verfion which isa faving converfion , and that is a converfion 
from nature to grace, frem fin to fan&ification , from the 
power of Sathan to God, whether it be from paganifme, or 
from prophaneneffe, or from an external formal profeflion.. 
Now that converfion which Mr. Prysn- afcribesto the Sacra- 
mentis a true fanctifying and faving converfion. — Theother 
converfion which he aforibes not to the Sacrament, isnot a 
faving converfion, for the external conver [ron of men from Paga- 
nijmeor Gentilifmeto the external profeffion of the fasth of Christ, 
without the other converfion toan inward fpiritual embracing 
of Chrift, doth but make- men feven-fold more the children of 
Hell. Sothat Mr. Pryns hath more opened. his fore when he. 
thought to cover:and patch it. 
The other diftin@ion which he gives us ,. is of a twofold 
fesling. But by the way-hetells us that Baptifine and the Lords. 
Supper are termed Sacraments and Seals, without any Text of 
(9) Fauftus Scripture to warrant it. Hereby as he gratificth (4) the Sactni- 
Socinusde — 4"snot alittle ¢ who will not have the-Lords Supper to be cal- 
Ceena Dom, 
Tra&.brev, -erum qued ores fereopinantur , boc ritu, quern Sacramentum appellant, cons 
firmari faltem fidem noflram , ne id quidem verum eenferi debet ; cum nec ullo facro teftimonio com- 
probetur , nec ulla ratio fit , cur id fori poffit. ‘Quomodo enim potefl nos in fide confirmare id qued: 
nos ipfi facimus, quodque licet a Domino inflitumm, opus tamen noftrum efh Smale. Difp. 12. de 
Cena. Vox Sacramenti in bac fignificatione barbara vel faltem facris literis 1neognita eflab bomini-. 
bus vero etiofts, qui ceremoniis bujufrnodi nefcio quid prater facram Scripturam fuptifliriofum aus etin- 
sm Idololairicum exeparte, aribuere non fuut veritijad tegendumdolum wfurpata. kä 
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led either ftal or Sacrament , bnt an obediential a@ and a good 
work ofours, and tcll-us that we make the Lords Supper but 
too holy to delude the vulgar ) So he correcteth all Orthodox 
Writers, Anciectand Modern. The Apoftle» defcribeth Cir- 
camcifion to be 245? a feal of therightcoufneffe of faith, Rem. 
4. 11. Whence Divines givethe name of feals to all Sa craments, 
Reite antem (faith Aretinus Theol. Probl. Loc. 76.) fpectebus imis 
e intermediis generibus. eadem ojfignantur in definiendo genera, 
Circumcifien isa feal, therefore a Sacrament is a feal : as well 
as this, Juftice isa habit, therefore vertue is a habit. Manis 
- a fubftance, therefore a living creature is a fubftance. And fur- 
ther, if Circumcifion was a feal; the Lords Supper is much 
more a feal ; as we fhall fee afterwards, The honourable Hou- 
fes of Parliament , after advice had with the » Afembly of Di- 
vines have judged this point ( which'Mr. Pryzs fo much ‘quar- 

relleth ) tobe not onely true, but fo far neceffary and funda- 

mental, that intheir Ordinance of O ober 20. 1645. for keep- 

ing back the ignorant and the fcandalous from the Sacrament, 

this truth, That the Sacraments are feals of the Covenant of grace, 


)) 
) 
J) 


isenuinėráteainong tho% points of Religion , which all per-. 


fons who fhall ve admitted to the Lords Supper ought to know, 
and of which whofoever is ignorant fhal not be admitted to the 
Lords Supper. Ihope Mr. Pryns (hall not be willing to fall 
within the Category of ignorant perfons, and fuch as ought not 
be admitted to the Saerament : which yet by that Ordinance he. 
muft needs do; if he will not know the Lords Supper to be à 
feal of the Covenant of grace, Wherefore though he leaneth 
much that way , both here, and pag. 30. yet I (hall expé& he 
willre&ifie himfelf in this particular, His words are thefe. 
There is a double fealing (if we admit this Sacrament or Baptifme 
to be feals, though never once (Hled feats in any Scripture Text ) 
And inthe Margent, they are termed Sacraments and feals of the 
Covenant, Without any Text to Warrant it Now Queritur whee 
ther Mr. Prysn doth know that the Sacraments are feils of the 
Covenant of grace; and if he doth not know this, whether doth 
not the Ordinanceftrikeagainft him. And now toreturn,the 
Word 22645, that is,a Seal; (which makes moft to our prefent 
purpofe)is a Scripture word. As for the Word Sacrament, we 
|». Xxxà need 
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need not feek it in Scripture, becaufeitis a Latin Werd , and 
there is not either inthe Hebrew or Greek ( tbe languages in 
which Scripture was written) any word which properly, 
clofely and fully anfwereth to the Word Sacrament. Sure we 
have the thing Sacrament (thoughnot the name) in Scripture. 
Peradventure Mr. Pry#n is the more afraid of the Word Sacra- 
ment , becaufe fome derive it 4 [acra mente , which futeth not fo 
well to his notion of a converting Ordinance. 
Well: But what are his two forts of fealing ? 1. 4 vifble 
external fealing of the pardon of fin and Gods promifes in the blood of. 
Chrift to our ontward fences, 2. «An internal invifible (ealing 
of them by the Spirit , working in, by the Word and Sacraments to 
our fouls. In the fir. fence (he faith) this Sacrament ts a feal to all 
receivers , even tothofe who are fcandalous and anWorthy , ‘who re- 
ceive onely the ontward Elements. Again this firft kind of fealing 
(faith he) feas all Gods promifes and a free pardon of all our fins 
onely conditionally, if We truly repent, lay hold on Christ Gc. 
The fecond which is an abfolute fealing, he grants to belong 
onely to worthy penitent beleeving receivers. Whodoth now 
delude the vulgar? When the Lords Supper is called a fealing 
Ordinance; did ever any man underftand this of a fealing to our 
eut ward fences oncly, or of receiving the outward Elements 
and no more? Who can mi(take the thing fo far as to think that 
Chrift hath inftituted and ordained this Sacrament to be a meer 
external feal and no more? When he grants that in thefecond 
fence this Sacrament is a feal , onely to worthy, penitent,beleeving 
receivers , Who receive the inward invifible grace, as Well as the 
outward fignes : He grants that which I require, that is, that it 
is a fealing Ordinance intended for worthy penitent beleeving 
receivers , not for the fcandalous and unworthy. God forbid 
we fhonld make a fealing Ordinance to be an empty Ordinance. 
Thetruth is, his firt kind of fealing without the fecond , is no 
fealing , yea worfe then nofealing. Where there is no charter, 
how can there bea fealing , except we feal blank paper? and as 
we fhali hear anon from Chry/offome, we have not fo much as 
the feal, except we have that whichis fealed. I know it will 
be an{wered , there is fomewhat to be fealed even to the fcanda- 
lous and unworthy; that is, the pardon of all their fins condi- 
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tionally, if they tru'y repent, beleeve, lay hold on Chrift. In 
this very place Mr. Pryxntellsus, thatall Gods promifes and 
a free pardon is fealed , even to fcandalous and unworthy recei- 
vers conditionally; that is, as he explicates himfelf pag 37. upon 
condition that they become penitent and beleeving receivers, But 
then (fay I) he muft upon as good reafon grant, that the Sacra- 


` ment may be given to Pagans and Turks, at leaftthefirft day of... 


preaching the Gofpel to them ; May it not be faid to Pagans and 
Turks, that if they repent and beleeve on Chrift, they fhall 
- have pardon of fin ? Here is the thing to be fealed in Mr. Pryxx's 


opinion. What then fhould hinder the fealing? He fhuoneth _. 
to call the Sacrament a converting ordinance in reference to Pae — . 
gans; and now behold his principles will admit the giving of . . 


the Sacrament even to Pagans as a fcaling Ordinance,how.much 
more then as a converting Ordinance? 


4 


We have now heard his two diftin&ions, which if they have ... . 
given any clearing to his affertion, it isfuch as is little to his ad- - _,, 
vantage. I willnow premife fome diftinctions of my owne tq - 


clear that whichI hold. 


I. The Qaeftion is not de potentia D ei abfoluta, Whether — . 


God by his omnipotency can givethe firft grace of converfion in 
the inftant of receiving the Sacrament. But the Queftion is of 
therevealed will of God, and the way of the difpenfation of 


grace made known tous intheGofpel, which muft be the rule : 


tousto walk by. A peradventure it may be, and Who knoweth 


but the fcandalous finner may be.converted, is no warrantable — 


ground to go upon in this cafe,as Mr. Pryzn would make it. pag. 
47.for we may as well adventure to delay repentancé, upon a 
peraaventure it may be. Thereisan example in the New-Tefta- 
ment of one who got repentance and mercy at his end, and if 
we beleeve the Hebrews and divers Chriftian Interpreters; there 


is another example of the fame kind in the Old Teftament, which j 


istheexample of Achan, Whereas there is no example in all the 
Scripture of any converted by the Sacrament. But if a thing be 
contrary to the revealed will and commandement of God ( as 
both thefe are,the delaying of repentance, andthe admiffion of 
Ícandalous perfons to the Sacrament ) we may not dare to go 
upon peradventurcs. To the Law,and to tbe Testimony. Search the 
ks L Xxx3 E. Scriptures: 
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Seriprares. Ifthe Word do not hew us any thing of coaverfioh 
by the Sacrament, wemuft not think of any fach thing. 

~ 2, We tuft diftireui(h between the Sacrament it fdf, anā 
thofe things that do’ accompany the Sacrament , powerful 
preaching, exhottation, prayer, or the like before or after the 
Sacrament. Put cafea finner bec Qually converted by'a Ser- 
Mon ot a prayer, which he heareth at the Ordination of a Mi- 
nifter , will any man therefore fay that Ordination isa convert- 
ing Ordinance ? So if by moft ferious powerful exhortations, 
convictions, promiles, threatnings, by prayer, by Chriftian con- 
ference by reading or meditation before or after the Sacrament, 
the Lord be pleated to touch the Confcience and convert the fuul 
of an impenitent prophane wicked liver, nothing of this kind 
can make the Sacrament 2 converting Ordinance. 

3. We moft diftinguifh evenin converfion between gratia 
pravenieus  (ub/ quen, operans C co-operans, excitans O adja- 
vans, or rather, between babiraal and a£bual converfion. Habi- 
teat converfion I call the firft isfufion of the life and habits-ef 
grace; «éfual converfion is the fouls beginning toact from that 
life and from thofe habits. The firft or habitual converíron in 
which the finner is paffive, and not at all active, it being wholy 
the work of preventing,exciting,quickning grace, is that which 
never is to be look<d for in the Sacrament of the Lerds Sapper, 
whichis encugh to overthrow that opision,that fcandalous ime 
eaa finnets ( having an external formal proftffion, but 
snown by a wicked abominable converfation to be dead in fins 
and trefpaffes, in whom the holy Ghoft hath never yet breathed 
the firft breath of the life of gtace) may be admitted tothe Lords 
Supper(if they defire it not being excommunicated)upon hopes, 
that it may prévea convertire Ordinance to them. As for gra- 
tia [ubfequens co-opérans G adjuvans, by which thefmmer ( hi- 
vingnow a fpiritual life created in him and fupernatural habits 
infufed in his foul ) iş faid actually to convert, repent, and be- 
leve. Iconfider even inthisa&ual converfion, repenting, be- 
leeving , thefe two things. 1. Theinchoation. 2. The progreffe 
of the work, ‘Where the work is begun, if it were but faith like a 
grain of rmuftard feed,and where there 1s any thing of converfion 
which is true and found ; the Sacrament is a bleffed powerful 

e means 


a MER D XT' G C tma eee) 
Chap.12 Ordinanceof Church-government vindicated. — 503 


means to help for ward the work. But I peremptorily deny that 
the Sacrament of the Lords Supper is appointed or inftituted by 
Chrift as a regenerating converting Ordinance, as well as the 
word, or asa means of beginning afsal, much lefe habitual 
converfion. . a i- +. oa fats WW 

4. When hold the Lords Supper not to be a converting but 
a fealing Ordinance, the meaning is not as if I beleeved that all 
who are permitted to come to the Lords Tableare truly conver- 
ted or that they are fach as the feals-of the Covenant of Grace do 
indeed and of right belong unto(for we {peak of vifible Churches 
and vifidle Saints) ` But my meaning is that Chrift hath intended 
this Sacrament to be the childrens bread onely ( though the hired 
fervants of the houfe have other bread enoughand to fpare) and 
he alloweth this portion to none but fach as are already conver- 
ted and do beleeve: and that they who are the minifters of Chrift 
and ftewards of the myfteries of God ought to. admit none to 
this Sacrament , except fuch as are quallified and fit. ( fo far as 
can be judged by their profeffion, knowledge, and practice, ob- 
ferved and examined by the Elderfhip according to the rules of 
the Word, no humane court being infallible) to have part and 
portion in the communion of Saints, and to receive the feals of 
the Covenant of Grace, at leaft that they may not dareto admit 
any man whofe known and fcandalous wickedneffe continued 
in withont fignes of repentance, faith within their heart, that 
there is no fear of God before his eyes. a 

Thefe things premifed (which are to be remembred „by the ~ 

Reader , but need. not be repeated by me as wego along ) I pro- 
ceed to the Arguments which prove my affertion, that the Lords. 
Supper is not a converting but a fealing Ordinance, And there-. 
after I hall anfwer Mr. Prysss Arguments broughtto the con- _ 
trary. ET tel oe ! i uc 
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CHAP. XIII. 


Twenty Arguments to prove that the. 
=: Lords S vp our i not a converting Or- 
dinance, : 


First, 
Hat whichis an inftitute fignificant figne, to declare and 
Å teftifie the being of that thing which is thereby fignified, is 
not an operating caufe or mean which makes that thing fi- 
gnified to begin to bewhereit wasnot. But the Sacramenti 
an inftituted figae to declare and te(tifiethe being of that til 
which is thereby fignified. Ergo, 

E This isan Argument ufed by * Proteftant writers again{t 
me d. Tom Papits. The Sacraments being by their definition Signes, are 
4. lib. 2. cap.g. ot caufes of that which they fignifie , neither are the things fi- 
Quia ut. eficien- gnified the effects of the Sacraments. Wherefore the Sacrament 
tia toto genere of the Lords Supper being a figne of our fpiritual life, faith, u- 
fuo difer a fi. nion with Chrilt, and remiffion of fins, is not inftituted to` 
rgo P convey thefe fpiritual bleffings to fuch as have them not, Signi- 
infimendiin- ficancy is one thing, efficiency another. You will fay by this Ar- 
fiwnents efici- gument there is no grace exhibited nor givento beleevers them- 
entia, Cy fienifi- fel ves in the Sacra ment. ; 
cantia OC. 2- nf. Growth in grace and confirmation of Faith is gi- 
prob. intanto to beleeversinthe Sacrament, which the fignificancy hin- 
Quia mls figna VC à 7 : 5 y 
fiu miracule/a, ders not, becaufe the Sacrament doth not fignifie nor declare 
five alia funt ef- A S 4 
ficienia. Polanus Synt. lib. 6. cap. 49. Elementun Sacramentale fignificat, teftarur, y obfignat 
wedentibus rem verbe Dei premiffam, eam autern nequaquam caufat, efficit, aut producit, 
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that the receiver hath much grace and a (trong faith; but that he 
hath fome life of grace and fome faith, The very ftate of grace 
or {piritual life, regeneration, faith and remiffion of fins are fi- 
gnified , declared, teftified, and fealed , but not wrought or gi- 
ven in the Sacrament. The ftrengthening of faith and a further 
degree of communion with Chrift is not fignified in the Sacra- 
ment, I mean, its not fignified that we have it, but that we 
(hall haveit, or at moft that we do then receive it. So that be- 
leevers may truly be faid to receive at the Sacrament a confirma- 
‘tion or ftrengthening of their faith, or a further degree of com- 
munion with Chrift : but it cannot be faid that the very Sacra- 
mental act of eating or drinking,being a figne of fpiritual life and 
union with Chrift(as that which we have, not which we fhall 
have,or at that inftant receive)is a mean or inftrumental caufe to 
makea man have that which it teftifieth or fignifieth he hath al- 
ready. There is no evafion here, for one who acknowledgeth 
the Sacrament to bea figne, declaring or fhewing forth that we 
have faith in Chrift, remiffion of fins by him, and union with 
` him. Mr. Pryns mult either make blank the fignification of the 
Sacrament 4 parte ante, though not a parte poft, or elfe hold that 
the fignification of the Sacrament, is not applicable to many of 
thofe whom he thinks fit to be admitted to receive it. 
Secondly, That which neceffarily fuppofeth converfion and 
faith, doth not work converficn and faith. But the Sacrament 
of the Lords Supper neceffarily fuppofeth converfion and faith. 
Ergo. 

4 The propofition is fo certain, that either it muft be yeelded, 
or acontradiction mult be yeelded : for that which worketh 
converfion and faith, cannot fuppofe that they are, but that they 
arenot, Therefore that which {uppofeth converfion and faith, 
cannot work converfion and faith , becaufe then the fame thing 
fhould be fuppofed bethto be and not to be. The A(lumption 
I provefrom Scripture.) Mark. 16.16. He that beleeveth and i 
baptized [ball be faved. Al. 2. 38. Repent and be baptized. verf.4t. 
Then they that gladly received his word were baptized, A61. 8. 36. 
37. , And the Eunuch (aid, See bere is Waser, what doth hinder me 
to be baptized? And Philipfaid, If thou beleeveft with all thine 
heart thou mayeft. AT, 10,47. Cas any man forbid Water that 
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thefe fhould not be baptized Which have received rhe boly Ghoft as 
Well as we ? 

Now if Baptifme it felf( which is the Sacrament of our in- 
itiation ) fuppofeth ( according tothe tenor and meaning of 
Chrifts inftitution ) thatthe party baptized (if ef age) doth 
actually convertand beleeve, and ( if an infant) fuppofeth an 
intereftin Jefus Chrilt and in the Covenant of grace (for if he 
bea child of an Heathen or an Infidel although taken into 
Chriftian Family, yet the Synod of Dort. Sef. 19. advifeth not 

, to baptize fuch a child, till it come to fuch age as to be inftructed 
in the principles of Chriftian Religion.) How much more doth 
the Lords Supper; neceffarily , by Chri(ts inftitution , fuppofe 
that the receivers arenot unconverted and unbeleeving perfons > 
Fhe previous qualifications which are fuppofed in Baptifme, 
muft be much more fuppofed in the Lords Supper. 

Thirdly , That which gives us the new food, fuppofeth that 
we have the new birth and {piritual life, and that we are not {till 
dead in fins and trefpaffes. But the Sacrament of the Lords Sup- 
per gives us the new food. Ergo it {uppofeth we have the new 

(f)Synopf. birth. The propofition I prove thus. CA man muft firft be 
Pur. Theol.  bornby the new birth, before he can be fed with the new food : 
Difp.43. Thef. and how can a man eat the fle(h, and drink the blood of Chrift; 
a and yet be fuppofed not to have a fpiritual life before that a@, 
plura ( Sacra, but to get a fpiritual life in that very a&? Doth a man get life 
menti) affir- becaufe he eats and drinks, or doth he not rathereat and drink 
mamus:quoni- becaufe helives @ The Affumption is a received and uncontro- 
am uum eft i- verted truth. And hence do Divines give this reafon why we 
a Y are but once baptized, but do many times receive the Lords 
CRO£ am Supper ; becaufe it is enough to be once born, but not enough 
tionis feu ali- to be once nourifhed or ftrengthened. See the Belgick confeffiorr 
moniz. $0 Art. 34. and D. Parei Adi(ceHanea Catechetiea pag. 79. Y fhall 
Matthias Mar- ftrengthen my Argument by the Confeffion of Bohemia Cap.11. 
-— 4 T be Sacraments cannot give to any fuch ( which before was not 
327: makes inwardly quickened by the holy Gholt) either grase or juftifying 
this ide and qzsickening faith , and therefore they cannot juftifie any man, 
tme 

ince d cae : that 3s aS acramens of iririation. and. adoption shi of, confirmation end nite. 
rifámcnt.. 
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ner inwardly quicken or regenerate any mans Spirit : for faith muft 
gobefore. And after. For sf adead man or one that is unWorthy 
do come tothe Sacraments , certainly they do not give him life and 
Wortbine[fe. oc. See the Harmony of Confeffions printed at Lon- 
den 1643. pag. 280. 281. To what end then is the Sacrament of 
the Lords Supper inftituted ? For that, fee the Conteflion of Sel- 
gia lbid. pag. 320. — We beleeve and confe ffe that Jefus Christ our 
LLerd and Saviour bath inftiruted the holy Sacrament of bis Supper, 
that in it he might nourifb. and [uftain thofe whom he hath regenera- 
ged and ingrafted into his Family , which is the Church. Both 
thefe Chapters did Mr. Pryn» cite in the Queftion of 74de 
(which yet prove not what he affirmeth in that point, as I have 
noted before) but it feems he did not obferve thefe paffages, 
which make dircctly againft him in this Queltion of converfion 
or conferring of grace by the Sacrament. I addalfo Mr. Pee 
ble in his Chriftian dirc&ions for receiving the Sacrament. The 
Sacrament faith he ss appointed for onr nouri[Gment in grace; where 
We grow net by it , it ts a figne this food was net digefled but vomi- 
ted up again? Where faith, repentance, thankfulneffe, and obedience 
are not sncreafcd, there Christ crucified Was wot remembred. But 
how can there be any nourifhment in grace, or any increafe of 
grace in thofe who come to the Sacrament,without the firft 
prace,or in the ftate of unregeneration ? 

Fourthly, That Ordinance which is inftituted onely for be- 
Jeevers and juftified perfons, is no converting but fealing Ordi- 
mance. But the Sacrament of the Lords Supper isinítituted 
onely for beleeversand jultified perfons. Erge. The Propofition 
hath light enough in itfelf; for converting Ordinances do belong 
even tounjultified and unconverted perfons. Therefore that 
which is inftituted onely for beleevers is no converting Ordi- 
nance. All the Queltion will be of the Afiumption, which I 
(hall the rather confirm, becaufe itis the very principle from 
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which (*) Polanus and others argue for the fufpenfion of fcan- lib. 6 cap. 56. 


. He holds that omnes iJ qui fcandala prebent (y non refipifcunt ferio, a menfa Domini funt arcendi. 
` X. Quia fi infideles Cy impenitentes ad Cornam Domini admitterentur, profanaretur fedis Dei, tam 
£ormmunicendo Symbola feeder is iis quibus 2D eus nibil promittit , quam wfarpando Symbola facra fine 
fide Cy refipifcentia. 2. Quia polluerent gy contaminarent cibum gy petum ronfecraum quem C briffus 
nen deflinavit nifi fuis demefticis dy fidelibus Cyc. 6.Quia incredulos Cy manifefle impios Chriftus pre- 


libuit admitti «d (acrem C enam ; nam inftirnit iBarn folis f delibuu. 
Yyy2 dalous 
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dalous perfons from the Lords Table. Now I prove the Afam- 
ptionthus, - Every Sacrament, evena Sacrament of initiation, 
is a feal of the righteow/neffc of Faith. If Circumcifion was a 
fent of the righteon{ueffe of faith, Rom. 4. 11. then Baptifme 
( which hath fucceeded to Circumcifion ) is slío a (cal of the 
yi ghteen[neffe of faith, and that more fully and clearly then Cir- 
eincifion was sand if Baptifme be a feat of ths righteou(ne(fe of 
faith, much more is the Sacrament of the Lords Supper a feal 
of the righteou{neffe of Faith; which isalfo proved by Aft.26, 
28. For. this is my blood of the new Covenant, which ss fhed for maa 
ny for the remiffion of fies. Chryfoftome on Rom. 4. confidering. 
thofe words verf. 11.4 feal of the righteoufneffe of Faith, hath 
this meditation upon it, that a Sacrament is no figne, no feal, 
except where thething is whichis fignified and feaked 3,9 zap 
ssa manor, GSS degass tn WTO Te oregoni, For of what 
fall it be a figne, or of What fhaltit bea feal, When there is mone to 
be fealed, tiyap Dagroivns Ctoyweror » Dugnsuvav N in See, Bd 8-ow- 
meo syes. For ( faithhe) sf ir be a figne of righteou/neffe, and 
thou hast not righteoufnefeyseither bafi thou the fs gue If therefore a 
Sacrament. be afcal:of the righteoufneffe of faith,then it is infti- 
‘tuted onely for beleevers and juftified perfons, becaufe to fuch 
enely it can feal the righteouíne(le of faith. Upon this ground 
(u) Ubi fupra faith " Orfinus that the Sacraments.areto the wicked and un- 
pig. 395. beleevers no Sacraments : which agreeth with that .Rom,.2..25. 
Jf thou be abreaker of the Law, thy Cireumcifion ts made avcir- 
cumeifion, ` i" J T w 3 
Fifthly, The Apoftle argues that Abraham the father-of the 
faithful, and whofe jultification is asit were a pattern of ours, 
. was not jultified by Gircumcifion, or (as Aquinas confeffeth 
(x) Bullinger upor the place y. that Circumcifion was not the cave but the 
i a fogne of Jultification. Row.4.9.10.11.We fay that faith was ecke- 
es ned te Ab:abam for vighteoufne|fz. How was it then reckoned? When 
gat, nos qui filii be wasin Circumcifion or in uncircumcifion ? Not in Circumcifion 
Abrahe fumsi, but in ancircumeifion, — dnd be received the figne of Circumcifion, à 
won alia TARONE fa] of the righteors{neffe of the faith which be had yet being uncirs 
stig, ihe cumcifed * IF Abraham the father of the faithful, got not fo much 
mwn confiat, ac Sacramenta nofira in nobis nom aliud efictre, quam gudin illo effectum? prajertim - 
eum eder [it reyie Saeramentermnyeyerum qo noftrorum. ^. A NS ` 
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as the Sacrament of initiation, till after he was jultified and 
fan&ified, how (hall we think of receiving, not onely the Sa- 
crament of initiation , but the Sacrament of fpiritual nourifh- 
ment, while unjuítified and unfan@ified? And if God did by 
his Word makea Covenant with Abraham , before he received 
Circumcifion the feal of that Covenant, muft it not much more 
be fuppofed, that they are withinthe Covenant of grace, who 
. eatand drink at the Lords Fable, and confequently, that thofe 
who are children of difobedience and wrath, and ftrangers to 
Chrift and the Covenant of Grace (apparently and manifeftly 
fach, though not profeffedly ) ought not to be admitted to the 
Lords Table under colour of a converting Ordinance, it being 
indeed a feal of the Covenant of grace. 
Sixthly, That Ordinance which is appointed onely for fuch 
as can and do rightly examine themfelves concerning their fpiri- 
tual eftate, regeneration, repentance, faith, and converfation : is 
no converting Ordinance. But the Sacrament of the Lords. 
Supper is an Ordinance which is appointed onely for fuch as can 
and do rightly examine themfelves concerning their fpiritual e- 
ftate, regeneration, repentance, faith, and converfation. Ergo, it | 
is no converting Ordinance. The reafon of the Propofition is, 
becaufe unconverted perfons cannot nor do not rightly examine 
themfelves concerning their fpiritualeftate, regeneration, &c. 
For {uch are a generation pure in their oWn eyes, and yet not wafbed 
from their filthineffe. Proverb. 16. 2. and 21. 2. and 30. 12. 
and the natural man cannot know the things of the Spirit of ^ 
God, becaufz they are [piritually difcerned, But be that is fpiritu- 
al judgetb all things. 1 Cor. 2.14.15. The carnal mind is enmity 
againf? God. Rom. 8.7. The Affumption is proved by x Cor. 11. 
28. But let a man examine bimfelf, and fo let kins eat of that bread 
and drink of that Cup. This felf-examination ( Interpreters 
fay) muft be concerning a mans knowledge, (7) repentance, (y 2. Synopf. 
faith , and converfation. The Apoftle expounds himfelf Dii ei 
2-Cor. 13. 5: Examine your felves Whether ye bein the Faith : 8;. uh eins 
probatione fui cujufque definitur : fcilicet an ftt in fide a Cor. 1 e fe i refi enia afliciamr 
j La ° "5 e J$. o. T 
feexndum illud Pauli, Probes vero feipfum homo, (yc. á 4 MER ac 
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prove your own felves , bow that Fefns Chrift is in you except ye 

- be reprobates , or counterfeit,and unapproved. This felf exa- 

mination, asit is requifite at other times, fo efpecially before 

our comming to the Lords Table; and an unconverted man can 

no more doit truly and rightly (according to the Apoftles mean- 

ing)then he can convert himfelt. And here that which Mr. Pryns 

did objet, maketh againft himfelf; the Apoftle faith, Let a man 

examine himfelf , notothers; for the examination there fpoken 

of belongs to the Court of a mans own Confcience, andto the 

inward man faith Martyr upon the place, not to the Ecclefia- 

Rical Court, But a natural unconverted man may poffioly exa- 

mine others and efpie a mote in his brothers eye, he cannot ‘in 

(z) Urfnus any tight or acceptable manner examine his own Confcience, 

Tra&. Theol. nor go about the taking of the beam out of his own eye. z He 

pag. so. edit. therefore who either cannot through ignorance , or doth not 

pm AdC@- through impenitency and hardneffe of heart , examine himfelf, 

sem nulli nifi £4" andis known to be fuch a one by his excufing, juftifying, or not 

dulti, qui  Confeffing his fcandalous fin,or continuing in the practice there- 

probare feipfós of, ought not to beadmitted tothat holy Ordinance which is 

pofunt, G banc inftituted.onely for fuch as can and do humbly and foundly exa- 

fen G oe mine themfelves , and confequently not intended for unconver= 
sftendant. Quid ted impenitent perfons. 

porro de bis fa-  Seventhly, That Ordinance unto which one may not come 

ciendum qui vi- without a wedding garment , is no converting Ordinance, But 

ne AW ew the Supper of the Lord, the marriage feat of the Kings fon, is 

E colefafiica di- 2n Ordinance unto which one may not come without a wed- 

feiplina coercen- ding garment. Erge, The Propofition hath this reafon for it. 

di funt. If a man mult needs have a weddinggarment that comes, then he 

mutt needs be converted that comes ; for what.ever yecall the 

wedding garment , fure it isa thing proper to the Saints, and 

not common to unconverted finners , and the want of it doth 

condemn a man into utter darknes, Matth. 22. 13. The Affum- 

ption is clear from Matth., 22.11.12. When tbe King came inte 

fee the Guefts, be faw there a man which had not on a wedding gar- 

ment, Andhe faith unto bim, Friend, bow cameft thon in hither, 

not baving a wedding garment? andhe Was [peccblefe. If he had 

been of Mr. Pryw»: opinion he needed not be fpeechleffe; for 

Mr, Pryans divinity might have put this anfwer in his -— 
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Lord I thought this to bea converting Ordinance, and that thou 
wouldeft not reject thofe that come in without a wedding gar- 
ment, provided that here at the marriage feaft they get one. But 
we fèe the King condemneth the man for comming in thither 
without a wedding garment. j Al 
Eight, Fhat Ordinance which is not appointed to work 
faith is no converting ordinance. But the Sacrament of the Lords 
Supper is not appointed to work faith. Ergo. The propofition - 
mult begranted , unleffza man will fay that. converfion may be 
Without faith, The Affumptionis proved by Rom. 10. 14. men 
cannot pray if they do not beleeve , and they cannot beleeve if 
they do not hear the Word, v. 17. So then faith consmeth by bear- 
ing, and bearing by the word of God. If faith commeth by hearing , 
then not by feeing; if by the word, then not by the Sacrament. 

. Ninthly, That Ordinance which hath neither a promife of 
the grace of converfion annexed to it , nor any example in the 
Word of God of any converted by it, is no converting Ordi- 
nance. But the Sacrament of the Lords Supper hath neither a. 
promife of the grace of converfion annexed toit, nor is there 
any example inallthe Scripture of any ever converted by it. 
Therefore it is no.converting Ordinance. | 

Tenthly, That Ordinance whereof Chrit would have no 
unworthy perfon to pa take isnot a converting Ordinance. But 
the Lords Supper is an Ordinance whereof Chrift would have . 
nounworthy perfon to partake. Ergo. The propofition I prove. 
thus. Itis not the will of Chrift that converting Ordinances 
fhould be difpenced to no unworthy perfon ( for elfe how 
fhould they be converted } but onely he hath forbidden to dif- 
pence unto unworthy perfons fuch Ordinances as belong to the 
Communion of Saints. The Affumpzion[ prove from 1 Cor. 11.. 
27.Whefeever (though other wife a worthy perfon &one conver- 
ted to the ftate of grace) all eat this bread and drink this cup of the 
Lord unworehily fhal be guilty of the body c blood of the Lord.v.29» 
For be that eateth and drinketh unworthily eateth and drinketh judge 
ment to kim{elf,not ds(cerning the Lords bod}. If the unworthines of 
that particular act, in refpe& of the manner of doing it, make 
a man fo guilty and liable to fuch judgement, hoew much more 
the unworthinefle of the perfon that eats and drinks? Fora 

mans: 
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mansftate, the courfe of hislife , and the frame of his Spirit, 
is more then onefingle act. This thereforedoth prove that he 
that isan unworthy perfon (if he come to the Lords Table) doth 
eat and drink unworthily (Whence is that where the Apoftle 
faith verf. 29. He that eateth and drinketh unYworthily , the Syri- 
ack Interpreter hath it, be that eateth and drinketh thereof being 
unworthy, ot indignus existens : ) Whichi f nay be alfo gathered 
from the interweaving of. verf, 28. between verf. 27. and verf. 
29. Hethateats and drinks, not having before rightly examined 
hixnfel£, eats and drinks unworthily. Buthethat is an unwor. 
thy perfon, and a “4 the Lords n unworthily and sr 
eparedly, cats and drinks not having before rightly examine 
(a) Magdo tage ee What of that? willyou fay. * Muchto the 
cap.4.pag.278. point. Every unconverted and unregenerate perfon is an une 
Indigne eos uti worthy perfon (as the Scripture diftinguifheth worthy perfons 
docet { P ie and unworthy ) and comes unworthily and unpreparedly ( if 
F ng i ; he come while fuch ) to the Lords Table; Therefore fuch a one 
qui finevera if he come, eats and drinks unworthily , and fo eats and drinks 
penitentia (y judgement to himfelf. 5 Auguftine argueth promifcuoufly againtt 
fide accedunt. thofe who come unworthily , and thofe that eat and drink un- 
(yc. Occume- worthily, and applyeth the Apoftles words of eating and drink- 
nius upon 1 Cor . , 4 
x1. fixeth the fin 1G unWworthily, to all who come with polluted fouls, fuch as 
ofearing and all unconverted have. And Gwaltber, Martyr, and other In- 
drinking unwor- terpreters upon the place , the Centurifts alfo in the place lait 
thilyuponthe — cited , reckon thofetocat and drink unworthily, who come 
aos nit without the wedding garment, and without faith, and holi- 
contempt of the , effe of converfation , which intimateth that they who live 
poor, and their unworthily , doalfo eat the Lords Supper unworthily , which 
other finnes: is rhoft plainly intimate in the Dire£tory pag. 50. where ignc- 
fappofing all — vant fcandalous, and prophane perfons are warned not to come 
ni to that holy Table, upon this reafon, becauíe he that eats and 
areunder any drinks unworthily, eats and drinks judgement to himfelf, which 
wickedneffeun- - 
repemted , when they come. d - . " 

b) De Tempore Serm. 244. Et cum nullus homo velit cum tunica fordibus plens ad 
Ecclefiam convenire , nefcio qua Confcientia cum anima per luxyriam fit inguinata , prefumit ad 
altare accedere : mon timens illud quod Apoftolus dixit : Qui enim manducat Corpus Cy fumit 
fanguinem Domini indigne rem erit corporis Gy fanguinis Domini. 


neceffarily 
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neceffarily implyeth that unworthy perfons and prophane li- 
vers, if they come to the Sacrament, are not converted , but 
fin more in eating and drinking unworthily. I conclude’ there- 
fore that the prohibition of eating and drinking unworthily 
doth neceffarily imply a prohibition of unconverted, unregenes 
rate, impenitent perfons, to come to the Lords Table, and by 
confequence that it is noconverting Ordinance. 

Eleventhly, That Ordinance which is Euchariftical and 
confolatory , fuppofeththat fuch as partake of ic have part’ and 
portion in that thing for which thanks are given, and are fuch 
asarefitto becomforted. But the Lords Supper is an Ordi- 
nance Euchariftical and confolatory. Ergo, The Propofition 
needs no other proof but the third Gommandement; Thou foals 
not take the Name of tbe Lord thy Godin vain, Shall a man be 
called to give thanks for redemption, reconciliation, and re- 
miffion of fins, and to take comfort in Jefus Chrift , even 
while he is fuch a one of whom God hath faid , There is no peace 
to the Wicked: High talk becommeth not a fool. Pfal. 33. Y. Rejoyce 
in the Lord O ye righteous, for praife 15 comely for the upright. ~ ` 
Pfal. 59.14.16. Offer unto God thank{giving Gc. But unto the 
wicked God faith , What haf thou to ào to declare my ftatutes, or 
that thon fhonldeft take my Covenant in thy mouth. © The Af- (e) Zabid 
fumption is acknowledged among all; for asit hath the name Tom.2. de fe 
wygasa » foisthe nature of it. It is alfo a confolatory Ordi- rå & falsá Re- 
nance, in which we are called to fpiritual joy and gladneffz, it ligione cap. de 
being a fesft of fat things full of marrow , and of wines on the 5/757 ai 
lees well refined. At this Ordinance of the holy Supper Chrift oris , 
{pake many a {weet and confolatory word to the difciples , and guod morte Chri 
did not rebuke them nor chide them, as he had done at other fti fidamus, 
times. Isit not then a healingflightly of the malady of impe- gum gratulane 
nitent unconverted finners , yea a betraying of their fouls toe! a 
bring them to joy and comfort and thankfgivings and fongs of gui Deo gratias 
praiíe, toeat of the marrow and fatneffe, and to drink of the agit pro benefi- 
rivers of pleafure. which are in the honfe of God , when we cio redemptionis. 
ought rather call them to weeping and to mourning, to make 
their peace with God , and to flee from the wrath to come? 

Twelfthly, That Ordinance unto which Chri(t calleth 
none but fuch as have fpiritual gracious qualifications , is not a 
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converting but a fealing Ordinance. But the Lords Supper is 
an Ordinance unto which Chriít calleth none but fuch as have 
fpiritual and gracious qualifications. Ergo. . 

ThePropofition 1 hope needs no proof, becaufe uncon- 
verted perfons dead in fins and trefpaffes, have no fpiritual graci- 
ous qualifications, The Affumption may be proved by mai 
Scriptures. If of any Ordinance, chiefly of this; it holds 
true that Chri(t inviteth and. calleth none but fuch as labour and 
are heavie loaden, Matth. 1 1. 28. fuchas areathirft for the water 
of life , 7o5n 7.37. Ifa.$5. 1. fuch as have the wedding gar- 
ment, Matth. 22. 12, {uch as examine themfelves 1 Cor. 11.28. 
fuch as are Chrilts friends, Cant. 5. 1. Eat O friends, drink yea 
drink abundantly O beloved. 

Thirteenthly, That Ordinance which is inftituted for the 
Communion of Saints, is intended oncly for {uch as are Saints, 
and not for unconverted finners. — Butthe Lords Supper is an 
Ordinance inftituted for the Communion of Saints, and of thofe 
who are membets of the fame body of Chrift. 1 Cor. 10. 16, 17. 
compared with 1 Gor. 1. 2. Ergo, 

Martin Bucer de Regno Chrifli lib. 1. cap. 7. conceiveth 
that this Sacrament doth fo far belong to the Communion of 
Saints, that wicked and unworthy perfons are not onely to be 
kept back from partaking, but from the very beholding or be- 
ing prefent in the Church at the giving of the Sacrament : which 
yet is more then we have affirmed. 

Fourteenthly, If Baptifme it felf (at leat when mini- 
fired to thofe that are of age) isnot a regenerating or convert- 
ing Ordinance, far le(fe isthe Lords Supper a regenerating or 
converting Ordinance, But Baptifme it felf (at leat when mi- 
niRred to thofe that are of age) is not a regenerating ot.convert- 
ing Ordinance. Ergo. 

The ground of the Propofition is, becaufe Baptifme hath 
a nearer relation to regeneration then the Lords Supper , and 
therefore hath the name of the laver of regeneration. The Af- 
fumptionT prove thus, 1. Becaufe we read of no perfons of 
age baptized by the Apoftles, except fuch as did profeffe faith in 
Chrift , gladly received the Word, and inwhom fome begun 
work of the Spirit of grace did appear (I fay not.thatit really 
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wasinall, but fomewhat of itdid appear inall.) -2. If the 
Baptifmé of thofe whoare of age bea regenerating Ordinance, 
then you fappofe the perfon to be baptized an unregenerated per- 
fon (even as when a Minifter- firlt preacheth the Gofpel to Pa- 
gans, he cannot but fuppofe them to be unregenerated: ) But I 
beleeve no-confciencious Minifter would adventure to baptize 
oné who hath manifeft and infallible fignes of unregeneration: 
Sute, ae cannot be anfweraole to God if we fhould- minifter 
Baptifme to aman whofe works and words do mánifc(tly^de- 
‘dare him to be an unregenerated unconverted perfon, © And if 
we may not initiate {ach a one, how fhall we bring him to. the 
Lords Table? | - Tous 
«^, Fifteenthly, If the Baptifine even of thofe who are-of J) 
age mult neceffarily precede their receiving of the Lords Sup 
per, thenthe Lords Supper is not a converting buta fealing Or- 
dinance. But the Baptifme even of thofe who are of age muft 
neceffirily precede.their receiving of the Lords Supper. Ergo. 
e= "TheAffumption is without controverfie, it being the or- 
der obferved by Chrift and by the Apoftles, and by all Chriftian 
Churches. The Propofition I prove thus. r. d What better 
reafon of the neceffity of this precedency of Baptifne,than that (d) Hutterus 
Baptifineis the Sacrament of regeneration, the Lords Supper Difp. 17. de 
the Sacrament of our fpiritual nourifhment, and one mult be Coa Dom. 
botne before he eat and drink. 2. The Apoftle faith Gal. 3, Ihe. 1- 

27. As many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on pk 
Chrif. Rom. 6. 4. We are buried with bim by Baptifme into death. Tef. puta Ba- 
Cof. 2. 12. Buried With bim in Baptifme, wherein alfo you are ri- ptifmum, ordine 
fea with bim through the faith of the operation of Ged, Therefore convenzentiffimo 
if the Sacrament of the Lords Supper beintended onely for the ^*?P/t Sacra- 
baptized , then it is intended onely for fuch as are fuppofed to ae dd 
have put on Chrift, are buried and raifed again with him through facranfina Cæ- 
faith, and confequently, it isnot intended for unconverted per- na Domini y 


fons to convert them , but for converted perfonsto confirme Servatoris noftri 
EA . Jefu Chrifti:tum 
ob caufas alias, 
' , . f i : tum quod eae 
fidei noflra , inbaptifmo nobis collate , refpetIu noftri infirmitas , ut nif fubinde confirmer R ae 
penitus fatifcat (S intereat. 4 j 


Sixteenthly, The Method of the parable of the forlorne 
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Son maketh very much again(t Mr.Prynss opinion. . The. Lord 
is indeed ready.to forgive, and hath compaffion upon the poor 
finner, and falls.on his neck and kiffeth him , and faith to his 


fervants , Bring forth.the beft robe and put it on bim, and put aring- 


en bis band, and fhoes on his feer , and bring hither tbe fatted calf, 
and kill it , and let us eat and be merry. Luke 15. 20. 22, 23. And 
this is done in the Sacrament of the Lords Supper , more efpe- 
cially and more manifeftly then in any other Ordinance. But 
when? not whiletheman is yet playing the prodigal, wafting 
his fubltance withriotous living, nor yet while he is filling his. 
belly ina far Countrey with the husks which the Swine did eat. 
But it was when he came to bim[elf , when he came to his Father 
and faid, Father Ihave finned againft Heaven andinthy fight. 
andam nomore Worthy to be called thy Son. ‘Then, and not till: 
then, doth the father beftow upon him the beft robe and the fat- 
ted calf. For this my fou was dead ( faith the Father) ands a= 
liveagain, Was loft and is found. Had the belt robe and the fat- 
ted calf been given him before he repented and came to himfelf, 
hehad ( belike ) been fo much the more careleffe of comming. 
hometo hisfather, But we fee thefe love tokens, this feaftand 
this mirth, is for entertaining a poor penitent , not for convert- 
ing an impenitent finner. 

Seventeenthly, I fhall draw another Argument both out of 
the Déreétory.for the publike Worfhip of God throughout the 
three Kingdoms, and outof Mr. Prynn himfelf. Thus it is. 
That Ordinance from which the Miniter in the Name of Chrift 
ought concionaliter or Do&rinally to excommunicate all impeni= 
tent prophane perfons, is nota converting but a fealing Ordi- 


nance. But theLords Supper is an Ordinance from which, 
the Minifter oughtin the Name of Chrift concionaliter or Do- 


&rinally to excommunicate all impenitent prophane perfons;. 
Ergo. | 

_ ThePropofition arifeth from thisground, we ought not to: 
dehort impenitent prophane men from converting Ordinances,, 
but rather exhort them to come and partake thereof. The Af- 


fomption Iprove, Firft, from the Direttory in the head of the. 


Lords Supper, which fpeaketh of the Minifer thus, Nest, be 


is, inthe Name of Chrift onthe one part to warn.all fuchas ave. ` 
" nd sgnorant, 
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senorant, [candalous, prophane, or that live inany finor offence an 
gainst their knowledge or Confclence , that they prefume not to come 
to that holy Table, [peeing them that be that eatetb and drinketh 
gnWortbily, eatethand drinkethjudgement to himfelf. And onthe 
ether part be ís in efpecial'manner to savite and encourage all that 
labour sender the fence of the burthen of their fins, and fear of Wrath, 
anddefire to veach out unto a greater progre[fesn grace then yet they 
can attain unto, tocometo the Lords 1 able. 1S it not here-held 
forthas the will of Chrift, that-no prophane impenitent un- 
converted perfon ought or may come to the Lords Table, but 
onely fuch as have fomewhat of the work of grace in them ? 
But letus hear-Mr. Prysz himfelf. The fevebth difference which 
heftateth between his Antagonilts and himfelf. pag. 28. is.this. 
whether the Minifter bath sot fully difcharged his Duty and Cone 
[tience if he give warning to unworthy Communicants of tbe danger 
they incurr by their unWorthy approaches to the Lords Table, and 
[ersoufly dehort.them from comming to it unli fe they repent reforma, 
and come prepared. 

. - If this bea right {tating of that difference (and if it be true 
which Mr, Huffy in his Epiftle to the Parliament pag.7. faith, 
that it a very great and dangerous fin, if they come Without repen- 
tance, faith, aud charity , wherein the Minifler maf inflruél bis 


people publikely and privatly.) Then Y fuppofe that Mr. Pryss.. 


will not deny that a Minifter ought in duty and confcience to do 
all this, to admonifha fcandalous unworthy perfon, and feri- 
oufly dehort &c. Onely he contends that the Miniter is not 
bound in.duty and .confcience after all this ‘to keep back fuch . 
from the Sacrament. Well : I takefor the prefent what. he 
grants + and.even by that. I provethe-Lords Supper is:no.con- 
verting Ordinance; forif it were. 2. How dareany Mini- - 
fter ferioufly dehortany unworthy perfon from approaching to 
it? May we forbid finnersto ufe themeans of their converfi- - 
on, efpecially if they be fuchas are not excommunicated nor 
caft out of the Church, and do defire to receive the Sacrament? < 
( whicharethecafes often pat by Mr. Pryss.) 2. How can 


the Minifter warn fuch perfons not to:come to the Sacrament’. 


unleffe they vepent , reform , and come prepared? If itbenot a 
sealing Ordinance intended osely for fuch as :do repent and re- 
may” form, 
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form , the Minifter may fot fay fo. 3. And otherwife the 
fence were this that fach perfons ought not to come to a ‘cons 
verting Ordinance ;"uhlefléthéy'be converted ; for to repent, 
reform, ‘and comeprepared, are things which none can dé who 
arenot converted.’ Finally; -By Mr. Prjzz hi$ principles, we 
may as well, yea rather, dehort men froin comming to hear the 
‘Wordunlefleshey, repent'and reform. “For pay. 44. he faith that 
the Sacramentis % conver ing, yeaa move bumbling, regencrating, 
converting Ordinanéé thea the Werd. - Which if it be fo, then we 
may. more warrdntably and with | fle danger to the fouls of 
thofe who do not repent and rcforim, dehort them from com- 
ming to the Word }:then ‘from eomming to the Sacrament. * 
Eighteenthly,-’ That Ordinance which is not_comminica- 
ble to Heathens or Pagans, nor to excommunicated Chriftians, 
for their converfion from-darkneffe to light, trom the power of 


‘Sathan to God, from the ftate of fin to the {tate of repentance, 
isnot a converting Ordinarce, But the’Lords Supper is fuch, 


Ergo. : = a - 

^ The Reafon of the Propofition is , "becaufe/convetting Or- 
dinances are communicable to Heathens : and thence proceeded 
the general Commiffion to preach the Gofpel to every creature, 
and toteachall Nations Marth. 28.19. Afark16.15. which 
accordingly the Apoftles did, Rom. 10. 18. Col". 6. And if the 


‘Sacrament. be a converting Ordinance for known impenitent 


{candalous prophane perfons within the Church , what reafon 
is there imaginable why it is not alfo a convertrug Ordinance 
for Heathens, Pagans, Turks, Jews ? Or where have we the 
leaít hint in Scripture that an Ordinance which may’ convert 
the prophancft unexcommunicated perfon within the Church, 
cannot convert both Heathens and excommunicated Chri- 
ftians ? 

The AffumptionI prove from Mr. Pryzz: own acknow- 
ledgement, pag. 38. though the Sacrament faith he muff not, be 


adminiftred to Heathens , to whom the Gofpel may and must be 


preached, before they beleeve and profelfe Chrift : yet it muft be admi- 
niftred to them as well as Baptifme , after their beleef and profeffion 
of Chrift. ` W here he clearly grants both Sacraments, Baptifme 


and the Lords Supper , to be onely fealing and confirming (not 


convert- 
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converting) O-dinances to Heathens, and therefore not com- 
mupicable to: them’, ` till after they beleeve .and:: profeffe 
Chrilt. - i » eau 
Nineteenthly, . That Ordinance which is not communi- 
cable norlawful to be-adminiftred to any known impenitent 
finner under that notion , but onely as penitent finners, truly 
repenting of their fins paft, is nota converting but a fealing 
Ordinance. But the Sacrament of the Lords Supper is fuch. 
Ergo. | z S 
The Propofition I prove thus. A converting Ordinance 
may beadminiftred to known impenitent finners under that no- 
tion, or lookc upon as fuch, wallowing in their blood and fil~ 
thin. ¥caaconverting Ordinance 444 converting , is not 
( nor indeed canbe) admiaiftred to penitent finners 474 peni- 
tent, or lookt upon as truly converted. For as every effect is 
in order of nature pofterior to itscaufe, fo a converting Ordi- 
nance being the inftrumental caufe of converfion, regeneration, 
and repentance, it mult needs be fuppoíed that converfion and 


repentancé doth not in order of nature precede but follow after’ 


^» 


the adminiftration of the converting Ordinance. 

The Agumption is granted by Mr. Prysn pag.37. The Mi- 
nifer (faith be) doth not ( I fuppofe he will alío'fay owgbr not) 
adminifter the Sacrament to any known impenitent. finners under 
that notion, but onely as penitent finners truly repenting of their fins 


past, and promifing ; purpofing tolead a neW life for the future. ' 


Therefore yet again by fome of his own principles, the Sacra. 
ment is not adminiftred as inftrumental to the firít converfion 
of ícandalous unworthy perfons in the Church : for where 


there isin any Ordinance anin(trumentalcaufality toward the  , 
converfion of a {candalous perfon , that Ordinance muft needs ` 
be adminiftred to that perfon under the notion of an uncon- 
verted perfon, and the effe& of converfion lookt upon as cone 
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fequent, not as antecedent. 


" * The twentieth Argument and the hft is this. As I have - 


before fhewed that Mr. Prynn in holding the Sacrament to be a 
converting Ordinance, unto which unregenerate impenitent 
and unbeleeving períons ( not being excommunicated ) ought 
to be admitted , doth joyn iffae with Papifts, and diffenteth 


from ` 


519 


520 : Aarons Rød blofemine, Or the Divine Book. 3. 


from the Proteftant writers in a very fpecial point, and that 

the cafitrovérfie draweth very deep : So I. will new make it to 

appear that he di(fenteth as much from the Ancients in this par- 

ticular. Dionyfius Areopagita de Ecclef. Hierarch. Cap. 3. 

Part. 3. {peaking of the nature of this Ordinance of the Lords 

Supper , tellsusthat it doth not admit thofe fcandalous fin- 

ners who were in the condition of penitents , before they had 

fully manifelted their repentance , much lefle prophane and un- 

clean perfons in whom no figne of repentance appeareth ; 

ny pu) manhas ips € e,mipuéry , not admitting him Who is 

not altogether most holy. Fuftin Martyr. Apol. 2. lets us know 

that in his time the Lords Supper was given to none, but to füch 

aperfon as was lookt upon asa beleever, and wafhed in the la- 

ver of regeneration, and lived.according to therule of Chrift. 

Chryfoftome Hom. 83. in Matth. Auguftine de fide e operibus 

Cap. 18. ]fiderus Pelufiota lib. 1. Epift. 343. and others might 
behereadded. But I fhall bring their full teftimonies chap. 17. 

where I will fhew Antiquity to be for the fufpenfion of fcanda- 

lous perfons unexcommunicated. — Befidethefe , I add alfo 

(e) Siitague in € Bedavpon 1 Cor. 11. who tells us both out of Augujftine 
me manet, (y. 8nd Profper , that none ought to come to the Lords Table but a 
ego in ill, tnc juftified perfon , and fucha oneas abideth in Chrift and Chrift 
manducat , nc in him. Ifdorus de Ecclefiast. offic. lib. 1. Cap. 18. citing the A- 
bibit, Qu 4417 poftles words , He that eateth and drinketb uxWorthily, addeth. 


e as ill d s F or this 14 to receive unworthily, if any man receive at that time 
fi accipit Sacra- in which he fhould be repenting. The fame words hath Rabanus 
mentum, ma- Maurus de Inftit. Cleric, lib. Y. cap. 31. Which plainly fheweth 
enumacquirit usthatintheir Judgement , the Sacrament of the Lords Sup- 
x ae pe: per doth fappefe: converfion and repentance to be already 
^ Dei invifibile wrought, and if itbe not wrought , the receiving isan un- 
(quo non accedit Worthy receiving. 

injuftus)ille per- : - 

venit , quiad boc prafens juflificatm accedit. . 

(£) Hoc cft enim indigné accipere, fi eo tempore quis accipiat, quo debetagereperni- 
tentiam. 


Moreover that the Lords Supper was not anciently efteem- 
ed a converting Ordinance , buta fealing Ordinance, fuppofing 
converfion , isinore then apparent by the diftinction of 24iffa 

- Catechu- 


—— ———— Áo 


eee anum rat d 


Catechumenorum and Miffa fidelium sand by that proclamation 
in the Church before the Sacrament, Sanéta Santtis, the fence 
whereof Darantus de ritibus, lib. 2. cap. 59. num. 15. giveth out 
of Ghryfoffome and Cyrill , that Sanita Sanétis wasas muchas 
to fay: Si quis non eft fanus, non accedat : If any man be not hon 
Ly, let him not approach. Or asit it had been faid to them , The 
Sacrament isa holy thing, fanc; ce vos cum fitis f'an&lo. Spirit 
donati ; and fecing you alfo ave koly, the holy Spirit being given unm 
to you ; atque ita fantta fanttis conveniant , and fo holy things ae 
grecing to hely perfons. Yt the Lords Supper be a holy thing in- 
tended onely for holy perfons, then ( fure ) itis no converting 
‘Ominings,to.5 US SGT ors, i 
I might alfo cite divers School-men againft Mr, Pryss im 
this particular. T Mall inftance but in two for the prefent. Scotus 
in lib. 4. Sent. dift. 9. Quast. 1. provcth from 1 Cer. 11.27. that 
it is a mortal fin for a man to come tothe Sacrament at that 
time when heis living ina mortalfin; and that he who is not 


{piritually a member of Chrift , ought not to receive the Sacra- 


ment, which isa figne of incorporation into Chrift. Alexander 
Alen fis part 4. Quaft. 31. Membr. 2. Art. 2. Seti. 2, faith thus. 
As there is a double bodily medicine (curativa & confervativa) one 

for cure, another for confervation , fo there is a donble piritual men 
dicine; toWie (curativa & confervativa ) one for cure, anotbér for 
confervation z repentance for the cure, the Euckarif for conferva- 
tion. Qv — 


a 
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CHAP. XIIII. 


Mr. Prynue b3 twelve A guments 
brought to prove that tb. Lords Sup- 
pcr u a converting Ordinance, difcuf- 

fed and anfmered. | 


T fhall be now no hard bufinefe to anfwer Mr. Prysws 

twelve Arguments, brought by him to refute my affertion,that 
that theSacrament of the Lords Supper is no converting Ordir 
nance. See Vindic, pag. 41. to 45. 

Firít he tells us we grant that morakcarnal ChriRians , and 
all fuch as are not convicted of fcandalous fins, are to be admit- 
ted to the Sacrament. Thrrefore donbtleffe (faith he ) it is and. 
Was intended by Chrif for aconverting Ordinance to aR fuch as 
shefe, to-turn them from their evil waies , and work faving grace 
within their hearts , fince it can have no otber proper primary effecit 
in f[nch. Certainly God and Christ beftow no Ordinances upon men 
in vain s therefore their intentions ininflituting this Supper, ever 
for {uch vifiblemoral nnregenerate Ebriftian, as Well as veal Saints, 
mnf nece ffarily be for their converfion, not their confirmation and 


fealing onely. 


Anfw. Lapus in initio. mals augurii ef.. Hecenfoundeth 
here things moft different. 1. Heconfoundeth. our admitting. 
of Communicants , with Gods intention to do good to their 
fouls : and his Argument runs upon this miftake, that God in- 
tendeth good to the fouls of all who come to. the EE CC 
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though wicked clote Hypocrites; and fince this good cannot be 

fealing onely, it muft beconverfion. But it is neither fcaling, 

nor converfion , nor any good at all which God intends by that 

Ordinance to them that perifh : yet it is not in vain : fot he him- 

{elf tells us pag. 34. that even in tbefe , the Minifter adminiftring 

the Sacrament, is a {weet favour toGod, who hath appointed 

the Sacrament fecundarily and contingently, to be a means of ag gran 

wating mens fies and condimsation , to magnifie his jujtice. 

2. There isa mch dangercus mifteke in that. which he faith of 

the intentions of Ged and of Chrift, If he mean of what God 

intendeth cr purpofeth in the Councel of his own will, that in 

this fence God intendeth the converfion of thofe that perith , is 

to make void and fruftrareous thedecree, will, and intention 

of God, which is groffe Arminianifme and Jefuitifme. Butif 

he mean (ints operss, the proper end for which the Sacrament 

was in(tituted , and the good which the Word of God tells us 

we ought to feck , and may through the grace of God find in the 

Sacrament : Then in that fence, te fay that Chrifts intention in 

inftituting this Sacrament wasfor converfion cf moral unrege- 

nerate Chuiltians , is meerly a begging of what is in queftion. 

The like I fay of that proper primary cffect of the Sacrament in 

fuch. If he mean the proper primary ¢ff:& decreed in the fe- 

cret counfel of Ged, he myres himfelf in Arminianifme. If 

be mean the proper primary effe& of the Sacrament in refpe& of 

its own nature, this is but perere principium. 3. All who 

pretend right tothe Sacrament are either vifible Saints , qualifi- 

ed according to the rule of Chrift, and fuch as the Elderfhip 

(exam ining their proft Mon and practice according to the rules 

of the word) judgeth fit to beadmitted to the Sacrament ; or 

they are not fuch, If they befuch, then the end and ufe ot the 

Sacrament inreferenceto them , is to be a fealing Ordinance. 

for the Elderthip judgeth and fuppofeth them fit to be fealed and 

| confirmed, fo far as they can underftand , and in that capacity 

do admit them : God onely being able to judge clofe Hypocrites. 

If they be not qualified, as I have faid,then we do not grant that 
they ought to be admitted. 

His fecond Argument bath noRrengthatall. All Ordinan- 

ces which ftrengthen grace do penc or leffe begin or beget it, = 
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the Directory it felf calls the Sacraments means of grace pag.52. 
what then? The Directory calls this Sacrament aimeans of grace, 


becaufe by it Chrif and all his benefits ae applied and [ealed up mme 


to ms , and Weare fealed up by his Spiritto an affurance of bappi- 
ne [fe and everlafting life. But ( faith he) why may not the Sas 
craments convert as well as confirm. I have given many reas 
fons for it. If he could prove that what confirms doth alfo con. 
vert, why did he not do it? If he could not proveit, why 
brings he a (trong affirmation inftead of an Argument? As for 
that which he addeth, that the Lords Supper 1s received not 
once as Baptifm , but frequently , For thus very end , that thofe 
who often fall into [in through infirmity, may hkeWife by this Supe 


per often rife again, be refrefhed, comforted , and get firength a- 


gaint their corruptions and fins : and is ir not then a converting as 
Well as a confirming Ordinance? What a wavering is here? Is the 
raifing , refrefhing, and comforting of thofe who often -fall 


through infirmity, the converfion or firft grace which now we - 


difpute of 2 Or whether .doth he not here yeeld thecaufe? For 

the refrcíhing and comforting and ftrengthening of thofe that 

fall through infirmity , is the effect of a confirming notof a 

converting Ordinance. And in this fence Divines have given a. 
reafon , why we are but once baptized , but do often receive the 

LordsSupper, becaufe Baptifine is the Sacrament of our initia- 

tion, thelaver of regeneration; (I mean not that which hath 

been called Bapti/mal regeneration, fancied to be common to all. 
the baptized , but I mean that which is wrought in and fealed 

to the Eleét-baptized ) the Lords Supper is the Sacrament of 
eur fpiritual nourifhment- and ftrengthening : and itis enough 

to beonce born, onceregenerate , but we muft be often neuri-. 
fhed and ftrengthened. 

His third Argument is this. The very receiving of the Sa-- 
crament even.in ønregenerate perfons , is accompanied with fuch 
things «s are moft effectual to convert. AS 1. Witha previous. 
external ferious examination of their oWn hearts and eft ates between 
God and their eÙn Confcsences,. 2.. A folemm fearching ont of ak 
their open or fecret fins and corruptions , past or-prefent , accompa- 
nied. witha ferions particular private conf fion of them, a hearty- 
soutrition and inmlintion for them Gc. 3 Pious foul e 
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meditations Gt. which make deep temporary impreffions on their 
hearts 4. Flescanimons exhortations, admdnitions y ‘commina- 
tious , dire Aini, prayersibythe, Minifters in the Congregation, beu 
fore, in, and after thw duties Whereupon heleavethit toevery 
mans Confcience to judge whether this Sacrament is mot more 
likelie to regenerate and change their hearts, and lives, then the bare 
Word preached, or any other Ordinance. mA y 
Asaf. 1. Hereisalump of wild; uncouth, and mof 
.ertoneous Divinity. Who ever heard ofan external éxamina- 
tionof mens hearts between God and their own Confciences ? 
Or 2. That unregenerate perfons can and do ferioufly examine 
their own hearts, and fearch out all their fins with a hearty con- 
trition and humiliation for them ? &c. Or 3. That deep 
temporary imprefftons on their hearts are molteffectual to convert 
and regenerate (for he doth enumerate all thefe as particulars. 
moft effectual to convert.) Or 4. Thatin the very receiving 
of the Sacrament, men hear the Minifters prayers in the Con- 
gregation. 5. That thisSacrament z more likely to. regenerate 
then the bareWerd preached (I fuppofe he means not. the word 
without the Spirit(for nobody holds the bare word in that fence 
toregenerate ) but preaching without other concurring Ordi- 
mance ) er any other Ordinance. Which if itbe , he cannot 
choofe but allow to give theSacrament of the Lords Supper to 
excommunicated perfons, and .to the unbaptized: , whether 
Heathens or Jews, beingof age, and defiring to receive it. 
Secondly, If all the whole Antecedent part of his Argu- 
ment were granted, the confequence is naught : for this muft be 
the confequence, If examinationof-mens hearts, the fearch- —— 
ing out of all their fins, .confeffion, contrition, prayers,vewes, . 
meditations, exhortations, which do accompany:the Sacrament, 
be moft effectual to convert and to beget grace, thentheSacra-  . : 
ment isa converting Ordinance. Which confequence he will - 
never prove.. Put the cafetfiat flf examination ,. confeflion, 
prayers, .vowes ,. meditations, exhortations; at the calling of a 
Parliament, at the going out of an Atmy , at the choofing of 
Magiltrates or Minifters, at the death of Parents, friends, &c. 
-prove eff«&ualto converfion; Shall we therefore fay that the . 
calling of a Parliament, the going out of the Army , the choo- 
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fing of Minilters or Magiftratcs, the death of Parents or friends, 


- ate converting Ordinances?. . 


His fourth Argument alone is fyllogiftical ( I with all his 


Arguments throughout his wholebook had been fuch , that the 


ftrength or weaknefle thereof might the fooner appear ) 7 bate Or- 


> dinance Wherein we mefl immediatly conver{e With God and Chrift, 
and have more intimate vifible fenfible communion with them, ther 


in any otber, is certainly the most powerful and cffelinal Ordinance 
of all others , to humble, regenerate, convert, and beget true grace 
Within ws. ce. Bue the Sacrament of the Lords Supper by eur 
Antagonists own confeffion is fuch, Erga, 

Anfw. 1. I retort his Argument againít himfelf, That 
O:dinzace wherein we melt immediatly converfe with God 
and Chrift , and have more intimate communion with them 
then in any other , is a fealing, confirming, but not a convert- 
ing Ordinance. For they who areconverting have not fuch 
intimatecommunion and immediat converfing with God and 
Chrift, as they who are already converted and do walk with 
God as Enoch did, and are filled with 48 joy and peace in beleeving, 
Rom.15. 13. even with joy unfpeakable and full of glory, 1 Per. 
1. 8. The daughters of feru/alem being fick of love for Chrift, 
yet are far from that communion with him , which his Spoufe 
longer acquainted with him did enjoy, therefore they ask at her, 
whither her beloved was gone that they might feek him with 
her. Cant. 6 1. Hath thechild fed with milk more communion 
and converfing with his father, then the fon come to years, who 
eateth and drinketh at his fathers Table ? Do we not fee often 
a fervent convert like Apollos, whom an Aqnilaand Prifcilla 
mult take and expound unto him the way of God more perfect- 
ly. AF. 18.25,26. ^ > 

2. Idenyhis Propéfitionas he frames it, for the plain 
Englifh of it is this; If itbeafealing, comforting, confirm- 
ing.Ordinance, then it.is à converting Ordinance, which I 
clear thus. He takes his Medium from his Antagonifts con- 
ceffion , for they accord (faith he) that we have moreimmedi- 
ate communion with God in this Ordinance then in any other, 
for as much as in this Sacrament Chrift is more particularly ap- 
glied , and the remiffion of our fins more fenfibly fealed to ws thenie 
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any other Ordinanse s from whence 1 thus infallibly conclude against 
thefe oppofites. Then follows his Argument, which is no other 
then a putting of the converted in the condition of the uncon- 
verted, or theanconverted in the capacity of the converted $ 
or to prove it converts, becaufe it feals. 


3. If this Sacrament be the moft powerful and effeltual Ore © 


dinance of all others, to humble, regencrate, convert, and beget true 

grace: it willfollow that we ought (at leaft may) give the Sa. 
crament not oncly to the moft ignorant and fcandalous within 
the Church, butto Turks, Pagans, Jews, and to excommuni= 
cated perfons, as I faid before. 

4. Hechallengeth his Antagonifts for crying up and ma- 
enifying this Sacrament above the Word preached, and by way: 
of oppofition tells them that he hath in fome former Tractates: 
proved God: prefence and Spirit to be as much , as really prefent im 
other Ordinances as in this, Vindic. pag. 37. yet now I {ee-no man: 
who doth fo much 3s himfelf, magnific the Sacrament.aoove the: 
Word. S A m3 š 

5. Whereas he brings this proof for his AZajer Propofition + 
becaufe the manififtation , revelation, and proximity of God and 
Chri St to the fowl, is that which doth moft of all humble and convert 
it. If this hold true in the generality as he propounds it , then- 
the Spirits of jult men made perfect and glorified, are converted 
by the revelationand proximity of God and of Chrift, where- 
of they have unconceaveably more then the. Saints on earth. 
But neither in this world doth the manifttation and _reve-- 
lation of God and of Chrift, prove converfion and re- 
penetration to be in fieri at that inftant when God fo manife- 
teth and revealech himfclf , which is the. thing he had to 
prove I give inftance in. divers of thofe Scriptures cited 
by himfelf : Gods revealing of himfelfto Job, chap. 38. and 42. 

to I/aiah, chap. 6. Chrifts manifelting of his power to Peter, 
Luke 5. was after, not at their converfion, fo that P/a/. 148.14. 
But heteregencous impertinent quotations of Scripture are ufu-' 
al with him :.I am forry I have caüfeto fay it. Some other Scri- 
pties which here he citcth may beexpounded of Gods proxi- 
mity to us, and oursto God in Converfion , Z/a. 5$. 6. Zeph. 
4. 2» Eph% 17. fam. 4.7. But that this kind of pe 
| which: 
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and the promifes auto every Communicants eyes, ears, heart, and 


ears, and that far livelier than the word preached, is to: me a 
riddle whichI think will trouble Mr.Pryxn himfelf to expound. 
3. Acgreat controverfie there hath been about the oralt or cor- 
poral manducation of the body of Chrift in the Sagrament. 
But Mr. Prynn out-runneth here all Ubigaitaries in the World, 
for he hath faid no lefle then that every Communicant eateth pr- 
ritually and by faith the body of Chri(t, even unconverted pet- 
fons , -for he faith, that this Sacrament doth most particularly, 
fully, lively, and (enGbly apply the promifes, yea the death, paffton, 
and merits of Chrif unto EV E RY Communicants eye , ears, 
HEART ana SOUL. Which is plainly univerfal grace 
toall who ever received this Sacrament (and fo to 7#4a,4ccor- 
ding to his principles ) and to all whoever fhall receive it. 
4.- Whereas he would confirm this which he faith, by his An- 
tagonifts Confeffion ; I do not think he can give any confcienti- 
ous,account of that word. Who faidit,or where? He mult 
needs hold univerfal grace, hold'it who will; ^s; Here lies the 
ftrength of; his Argument : ^ The Word converts by epplying 
Chrift.; therefore the Sacrament, which doth merc lively apply 
Ghrift toevery Communicant,mult be a converting Ordinance. 
Which neceflarilyimplyeth, that all who receive the Sacrament: 
ý sta € arc 
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areconverted, Yea if application inferre converfidn , as the 
effect of the Application, the Saints and Beleevers themfelves 
muf be again conftituted in the firft Article of Converfion, and 
tranfition from the eftate of nature and unregeneration. 6. The 
Application of Chrift in the Word unto Converfion, is a thing 
of another nature than the Sacramental application of Chrift, 
and therefore like effects ought not to be afcribed unto thefe Or- 
dinances : For the Application of Chrift made in the Word 
“preached to the unconverted to convert them , is per influxum 
Phyficum , by a molt efficacious life-giving influence, as when 
Elija applyed himfelf tothe Shunsamites dead child, or like 


that Ezek. 16. 6. John 5.25. and 11. 43. But this manner of 


influence or caufality is denied tothe Sacrament by many of the 
Schoolmen and Papilts themf{elves. So much of his fifth Argu- 
ment which I thought to anfwer in two words, if the many ab- 
' furdities in it had given me leave. 
His fixth Argument is this, All grant that God doth as ef- 
fe€tually convert by the eye as by theear. All grant. I deny it. 
“and I verily beleeve he can produce very few Authors (ifany )for 


it." Hé'ought not to fpezk fo great words without good war-e” 


rants, which .here I am fure he hath not. Well : but he will 
provethething it felf. Firft he tells us of the book of Nature, 
and of the Creatures, by which we are inftruéted &c. But 
either he means that the very book of Nature can and doth cffe- 
tually and favingly convert to Faith in Chrift and to true fan- 
&ification, or not. If theaffirmative, then the Heathens who 
lived and died in Paganifme had fufficient means and helps to 
converfion and faith in Chrift : ( for thofe Pagans had the book 
of the Creatures to ipftruct them , asisexpreffed in fome Scri- 

' ptures cited by himfelf ) and fo there may be falvation and the 
"means thereof without the Church. If this be not his meaning, 
bnt that the book of Nature inftructeth us concerning many 
‘things of God, yet doth not teach-us to know Chrift and all 
things neceflary to falvation:,-far lefe doth effectually and fa- 
*vingly convert’: then he hath {aid nothing to that point which he 
had to prove.. 2. He faith that all the Sacrifices of the old Law, 
and Gircumcifion,and the Paffeover did teach Gods people who 
„participated of them, or were prefent at them, by the eye, and 
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were converting Ordinances, as ail do asd mast Acknowledge, 
Anfw. Here is another tinckling Cymbal. Do all acknowe 
ledge that the Sacraments of the Old Teftament were convert» 
ing Ordinances ? There can be no rational account given here- 
of. Certainly our Writers before cited, and diverfe others whe 
denie the Sacraments of the New-Teftament to be converting 
Ordinances, never meant to admit that the Sacraments of the 
old Teftament were converting Ordinances. 2. How Cir- 
cumcifion did teach by the eye thofe who did participate of that 
Ordinance, and {o Infants, isanother riddle. 3. If Sacrifi- 
ces under the Law had been converting Ordinances , yet that 
cannot bea juft parallel to Sacraments, except feeking to make 
the Lords Supper a converting Ordinance we convert it {elf in- 
toa Sacrifice for fin, as Papilts do. But neither doth he offtr 
the leaft colour of reafon to prove that all the external Sacrifices 
of the old Law were converting Ordinances, which here he 
affirmeth. The Apoftle fpeaketh otherwife of the Legal Sacri- 
fices, which he faith could not mak: bim that did the fervice per- 


fet , as pertaining to the Gonfcience : Heb.9 9. and therefore calls. 


all thofe rites carnal Ordinances, verf. 10. for though they were 
fpiritual in refpect of their fignification and ty pifying of Chrift, 
and fealing the Covenant of grace to the faithful in the Old Te- 
ftament, yet they were not fpiritual in regard of their giving of 
grace or working converfion or purging the Confcience,for they 
had no fach operation nor effc&. ‘ 

Fourthly, Mr. Pryax confirms his prefent Argument by the 
miracles of the Prophets, Chrift and the Apoftles, which (faith: 
he) converted thoufands Without preaching , did convert and regea 
nerate men by the eye Without the ear. For proof whereof he cites. 
abundance of Texts of Scripture which do not prove what he- 
faith, nay fome of them prove the contrary. ; 

Some of the Scriptures cited, do not prove converfion and 
regeneration by miracles, but either confirmatien as John 2. 11. 
after the miracle, it isadded, and his Difciples belcevcd on him. 
Or fome preparatory initial work before regeneration, as that 
Jobs 3. 2. Mr. Prynx will hardly prove that Nicodemus was ale 
ready regenerated at that inftant, when he knew not what rege- 
neration was : Or that thofe John 3. 23. who beleeved on e 

when. 
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when they faw his miracles at the feaft , had any more then a 
temporary faith, it being faid of them, that }r/xs did not com- 
mit bimfelf unto them, becaufe beknew all men, 4461. 2. 12. Luke 
5.25. 26. tell us of fome who at the fight of miracles were ftric- 
ken with fear and amazement, and gaveglory toGod, which 
proves not that miracles did convert, but convince. Thelikel 
fay of 1 Kings 18.38.39. Other Texts cited by him make 
expreffe mention of the Word as a mean of the converfion which 
was wrought , atit 4. $0. the man beleeved the Word that Fe- 
fus had fpoken, and this was.before the miracle. Jobn 7. 31.ma- 
ny beleeved, but they heard Chrift preach verf. 14. So Pobn 
11. 45. thofe Jewes who beleeved on Chrift after they had . 
feen the miracle, did alfo hear that which Chrift faid, yea their 
beleeving is mentioned as an cff.ct of their hearing, verf. 41.42. 
So AG. 6. 8. Stephen did indeed great miracles, but the multi- 
plying of the number of the Difcipks, is referred to the Word, 
verf. 7. AT. 8. 6. it is cxpreffely faid, nd tbe people With one 
accord gave heed unto thofe things Which Philip (bake , hearing and 
feeing the miracles which he did. Qua fide hath Mr. Prynn cited 
this very Text to provethat men were converted by miracles 
without the Word, by the eye without the ear. Some other 
Scriptures by him quoted prove onely a popular confluence 
| . and the multitudes following of Chrift. Having feen his mi- 
racles as Join 6. 2. and 11.47.48. Matth, 15.30.31, For the 
people were inclined to hearken to dottrine by miracles, which moveth 
natural men to flock together to fee ftrange things faith Mr. Huffey. 
Plea far Chriftian Afagiftracy , pag. 30. which heis pleafed to 
clear by peoples flocking toa Mountebank. Other Texts which 
he citeth, fpeak of miracles, but not a fyllable of converfion or 
regeneration wrought by miracles, as 4C. 15. 12. AER. 19. 11. 
12. Among the reft of the Texts he citeth 7o5« 6. 26.Ye feck me, 
not beeaule ye favo the miracles, but becaufe ye did eat of tbe loaves 
and were filed. And hence forfooth he will prove that miracles 
pid convert and regenerate men. — I had not touched thefe parti- 
culars , were it not that I defire Mr. Pryna himfelf in the fear 
of God may be convinced of his making too bold with the 
Scripture in citing and applying it, very far amiffe sand that for 
the.future his Reader may be wary, and not takefrom him upon 
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truft a heap of Scriptural quotations, fuch as often he bringeth. 

In the fourth place, hetellsus, That the things We fee with 
our eyes do more affelt, and beget deeper smpreffions in onr hearts, 
then the things we bear. He means (I think) do more effectually 
convert, for fo he makes the Application, that the very bebolding 
of Chrifts Perfon, pafon, without the Word, were the moft effe- 
Etwal means of Working contrition, converfion, ec. Well: What 
is his proof ? Heciteth Chrifts wordsto his Difciples, Bleffed 
are your eyes for they fee > (without adding the reft,and your ears, 
for tboylhear ) and Simeons words, Mine eyes have feen thy fal- 
vatios, asif forfooth either Simeon or the Apoftles had been 
converted and regenerated by the feeing of Ghrifts perfon. He 
cites alfo Luk,23.46,47,48, as if all who (beholding Chrifts paf- 
fion and death ) {mote upon their breafts, had been by that fight 
converted and regenerated. That the things we behold with our 
eyes, if they be great or {trange things work deep impreffions, 
there can be no doubt of it. But that the hearing of great things 
may not work as deep impreffions, or that feeing without hear- 
ing doth convert and regenerate, hath been ftronely affirmed by 
Mr. Prynn, but not yet proved. 

I proceed to his feventh Argument which is this. The moit 
melting foul-changing meditation is the ferious contemplation 
ef Chrifts death and Paffion.No meditation comparable to this, 
to regenerate and convert a carnal heart. And is not this effecta- 
ally reprefentcd to our eyes, hearts, in this very Sacrament in a more 
powerful prevailing manner then in the Word alone. 

Anfw, That which he had to fubfume and prove is,that this 
Sacrament worketh in a unregenerate carnal heart fuch foul 
changing meditations of the death and paffion of Chrift, as it 
never had before ( the foul having never before been regenerate) 
W hick being the point tobe proved, why did he not prove it, 
if he could ? No doubt the Sacrament is a moft powerful mean 
to beget in the hearts of beleevers and regenerate perfons molt 
humbling and melting meditations concerning the death of 
Chrift. But that it begetteth any foul changing or regenerating 
meditations in thofe in whom the Word hath never yet begun 
the work of regeneration and converfion; Ido as much difagree 
inthis, as I agree in the other. p i 
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The eighth Argument which he brings is from comparing 
the Sacrament with afflictions. < Osr oWn corporal external affli- 
dlions are many times Without the Word the means of our repentance 
and conver fion unto God , cs Then much more the Sacrament, 
wherein the afflictions of Christ bim[elf are fo vifibly fee forth bee 
fore our eyes. F "- 

Anfw. 1. Itisa very bad confequence , for the (trengch 
refolves into this principle, an unregenerate carnal man will 
be more affected and moved with the reprefentation of Chriíts 
afflictions , than withthe feeling of his own corporal affiicti- 
ons, 2. Affliction doth not convert without the Werd either 
going before or accompanying it (unleffe we fay that Pagans or 
Turks may be converted favingly by affliction before ever they 
hear the Word.) P/al. 94. 12. Bleffed zs the man Whom thou cha- 
flenest and teachest him out of thy Law. Fob. 36. 9. 10.11. And 
if they be bound $n fetters, and holden in cords of afflittion. Then 
be jbeweth them their work aud their tran[gre[fion that they have 
exceeded. He opencth alfo their ear to D ifcipline, and command:tb 
that they return from iniquity. Behold converfion by afflictions, 
but not without the Word. While Mr. Prynn goeth about 
to prove that afflictions convert without the Word, the farft 
Text he citeth is P/al. 319. 67.71. where exprefle mention Is; — 
made of the Word. | 

3 Asfor Manaffeh his converfion 2 Gbrow.33. 11: 12. it was 
wrought by the means cfaffli&ion, fetting homeupon his-Con- 
fcience that Word of God mentioned in the verfe imediatly pre- 
ceding, which faith and the Lord [pake to^ Mana[feb and to bts peo- 
ple,but they wouldnot hearken. Let him fhew thelike inftance of 
the converfion by the Sacrament of fuch as would not. hearken 
to the Word, and 1 (hall yeeld the caufe. The Word is expreffe, y 
that affliction is one fpecial powerful mean of converfion, but it J 
no where faith any fuch thing of the Sacraments 4. Itwas 
alfo incumbent to him to prove that afflictione do convert 
without the Word ; not onely'atfuch times and iñ fuch places 
as do fequefter a perfon from the ‘liberty ‘óf hearing the: Word 
preached, but alfo when and where the Word is freely enjoyed. 
Other wife how far is he from concluding by” Analogy the point 
he had to prove ?: which is, TONS unregenerate perfen living 
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under the Miniftery of the Gofpel, and being an ordinary hearer, 

' never converted by the Word, may nevertheleffe (according to 
the difpenfation of the grace of God revealed in Scripture ) be 
converted by the Sacrament received ? 

His ninth Argument isthis. That Ordinance whofe unWor- 
thy participation is a means of our [piritual obduretion , must by 
the ruleof contraries when Worthily received, be the inflvnment of 
qur mortification,conver fion,falvation, But the unWorthy receiving 
of the Sacrament isa means OC. 

Anfw. 1. This Argument dothneceffarily fuppofe, that 
an unconverted, unmortified , unworthy perlon, while fuch, 
may yet worthily receive ( and fo by that means be converted ) 
the.contraty whereof I have demonftrated in my tenth Argu- 
ment. 2. If the Sacrament be not worthily received, with ut 
repentance, faith, and felf-examination (for which czüte men 
aredehorted to come, except they repent &c.) then there is 
perfect non-fence.in the Argument, for to fay that the Sacrament 
‘when worthily received is the inftrumert cf converfion, is as 
muchas this; The Sacrament is an intrument of converfion to 
thofe who are already converted, 3. That.rule of Contraries 
isextremely mif-applyed. The rule is Oppefiterum , quatenus 


(g) Vide Ke- talia, oppofita funt attributa, Conttaries have contrary attribptes, 
kerm. Syftem. (£) The comparifon muft be made fecundum differentias quibus 
log. lib. 3. cap. diffident, Otherwife that old fallacy werea good Argument. A 


20. 


fingle life isgood, therefore Marriage is evil ; Virginity is pure, 
therefore Marriage is im, cve : Whereas Marriage and fingle 
Jife are not oppofed in the point of good and evil, purity and 
impurity, but in the point of immunity from worldly cares 


and troubles, So.it.is a bad confequence: ( at leaftagainftus ) . 


unworthy receiving of.the. Sacramentisan ipftrument. of obdu- 
ration , Ergo Worthy receiving of it is a mean of converfion. 
‘For we hold. that worthy receiving and unworthy receiving 


“are not oppofed t point of converfion, but in point.of fealing: _ 


the worthy recciviag feals.remiffion and falvation : the unwor- 
thy-receiving feals judgement. ,But Mr. Pryn, ftill takes for 
„granted what. he bad to prove ;.vis. Ibat this particular 1s 
-one of thofedifferentie quibus diffident ifl a Oppofita. 
Gomeentohistenth Argument. Its. taken from, theends 
l » "^17 : - for 
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for which this Sacrament was ordained. 1. The keeping in me- 
mory Chrilts death. 2. The ratification and fealing of all the pro- 
mifesand Covenans of grace unto the receivers fouls. 3. Tobea 

pledge and /ymbole of that moft neer and efeciual communion Which 
Chriftians have with Chrift, and that [piritmal union which they en- 
joy With him, 4. To feed the communicants fouls in a(fared hope of 
eternal life 5. Tobeapledge of theirrefurrection. 6. To feal 
mto thes the alfarance of everlafting life. 7. To binde them as 
it were by an oath of fidelity to Chrift, Whereupon he asketh 
how it is poffible that this Sacrament Gould not both in Gods in- 
t-ntion and Chrifts ordination, be a converting as well as a fealing 
O-dinance, fince that which doth feal all thefe particulars to mens 
Souls, & c. must needs more powerfully perfwade, pierce, melt relent, 
convert an obdurate heart and wnregencr. te finner then the Word it 
faf? 

Anfw. ie His Argument may be ftrongly retorted againit 
himf.lf, divers of thefe ends of the Saciament being fuch as are 
incompetent and unapplicable to- obdurate and unregenerate 
finners : How did he imagine that even to fuch as. thete, the Sa- 
crament doth ratifie and {eal to their fou's all the promifes and 
Covenant of grace, they not having yet clofed with Chrilt in 
the Covenant ? Or how will hemakeitto appear, that this 
Sacrament is a pledge of a moft neer union and communion 
with Chrift, even to thofe who are yet far from. any union with 
Chrift ? Or how Mall they befed in hope and fealed in affu- 
rance of. everlafting life, who are yet under the curfe of the Law 
and (tate of condemnation ? Surely Maker Prysse granting 
here that the Sacrament is ordained of Chrift to feal, and thatit 
doth feal all thefe particulars tomens fouls, doth thereby yeeld the 
whole caue. .. For that. which doth feal all thefe particulars to 

mens fouls, moft certainly doth ‘not convert , but prefuppofe 
converfion. 2. If this Sacrament be by Gods intention a con- 
verting Ordinance, and Gods intention being by him diftin- 
.guifhed from Chrilts ordination, whether doth it not neceffarily 
follow both from this and from his firft Argument (unto which 
this gives morelight ) that God did in the fecret counfel of his 
Will intend and decree the Converfion. of the flistieft. keart and 
ebdprateft.[birit, as he fpeaketh 5 and that either this ¢ficct is 

wrought 
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wrought by the Sacrament id the flintieft heart and obduratet 


fpirit (which I believe he dare not fay) or that Gods decree and 
intention is fruftrate è s; And if the Sacrament majè needs 
mare powerfully perfwade, pierce, melt, relent , convert an ebdurate 
heart and unregenerate finner thew the Wordit felf 5 how then can 


he Plat, feclude Pagans, or dehort impenitent unworthy për- 


fons from the Sacrament ? 


is eleventh Argument is the groffelt and palpableft pezseto 
principii of any that ever I met with, and to be offered to‘none 
except fuch as cannot diftinguifh bet ween that which is afirm- 
ed, and that whichis proved. Firft hetells'us what true con- 
verfion is, and thenasks if any thing be fo prevalent to effe& 
this as the Sacrament. This therefore I paffe. r 
His twelfth and laft Argument isanappealing to the experi- 
enceof Chriftians. Butapartof his appeal isof noufe; that 
is, Whether this Sacrament doth not ftrengthen againft corrup- 
tions and tentations, which doth not touch this prefent Con- 
troverfie. It isaslittle to the purpofe which he faith of Cont 
verfion by preparations to the Sacrament, which may be by the 
Word, Prayer, cc. .Bat.that many thoufands of convertéd 
Chriftians will experimentally affirm, that the receiving of the 
Sacrament was the firft effectual means of their converfion, yea, 
that they bad not been converted had they been debarred from it for 


: their former {candalous fins, 1 doas confidently deny it as he af- 
firmeth i£: and if any who hath been a fcandalousiiver, whofe 
"heart was never yet turned, humbled, broken, changed by the 

Word, nor by any other mean of grace, fhould affirm that his 


very receiving of the Sacrament did effe&ually convert him, I 
durt not herein give credit to him.. For zo the Law «nd te the 
Testimony y. If they [peak not according to this Word , it is becaule 
there ís no light in them. And whereas he concludes, For hame 
therefore. difclaim this abfurdirreligions paradox , for Which tbere 


is not the leaft foadow of Scripture or folid reafon : Ifhall wih - 


him for fhame to difclaim thisand many fuch like expreffions 
more boldand arrogant, then either prudent or confciehtious. 
And the intelligent Reader who confidereth my twenty Argu- 
ments for that.which he calls fo abfurd, and my Anfwers to all 
his twelve Arguments , will eafily judge where the fhame and 


E 
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irreligiou(neffe will lie. If at his door, let himlook toit, 4. 
ba liguftra cadunt, vaccinea nigra leguntur. A i 


All tat he addeth pag. 45, 46, 47, being at beft hetenical; 


not rational, and a fuper(tru€ture upon that foundation, that the . 


Lords Supper is a Gonverting Ordinance ; it needs no batter- 
ing, but falls of it felf, the foundation being taken away. And 
as we ought not nor cannot without fin fufpend fcandalous fin- 
ners from the Sacrament, if it be a Converting Ordinance (up- 
on which fuppofition alfo both the Advice of the Affembly of 
Divines, and the Ordinance of Parliament concerning Sufpen- 
fionfrom the Sacrament, were molt finful and unlawful) So 
if it benot a converting but a fealing Ordinance (which I hope 
is now /uceclarius) there needs no other Argument for the fuf- 
penfion of fcandalous finners living in groffe reigning fins, but 


this, That theend and ufe for which this Sacrament wasinftitu- - 


ted, is not converfion which thefe need , but fealing and confir- 
mation,of which they are incapa5le, they being fuch as ought to 
be kept back a fignis gratia divine, as Divines fpeak. For how 
fhall thefe that in words profeffe God, -but in their works deny 
him, be fealed with the feals or marked with the marks of the 
favourandgrace of God ? Moftcertainly this Queftion con- 
cerning the nature, end, and ufe of the Sacrament, cafts the bal- 


lance of the whole Controverfie concerning Sufpenfion : which 


I have therefore been the larger upon. 


And whereas Malter Prysze concludeth , pag. 47, with a 


large citation out of Lucas Ofiander Enchir. contra Anabapt. 
cap.6. quaft. 3. for that hefhall have thisreturm. Firft, all 
that O fiander there faith , is brought to prove this point againft 
the Anabaptifts , quodetfi nnum aut alterum videamus in Eccle- 
fia aliqua flagitiofum, propterea neque fece[flonem faciendam, neque 
a [acris congreffibue , aut Cana Domini Chrifliano abftinendum, 
d bat although in fome Church We fee fome one or other flagitious 
perfon, yet a Christian ts not therefore either to make a feparation, or 
to abftain from the facred A[femblies or the Lords Supper. Which 
isnot the Queftion now agitated between us. Secondly , after 
that paffage cited againft us , Mafter Prynne might have taken 
noticeof another palage which maketh againft himfelf. Where 
the Anabaptilts did object to the Lutheran Churches, their ad- 
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mitting of fcandalous perfons to the Sacrament,@ fander denieth 
it : for (faith he) although we cannot help hypocrites their 
coming to the Lords Table ; sos tamen fcienter neminem admitti- 
mus, nifi peccatores peenitentes , &c. Yet We admit none Willingly, 
except. penitest finners Who confeffe their fins and forrow for them, 
Thirdly, Ofiander, ibid. QDueft.2. holdeth Excommunication to 
be an Ordinance of God, and groundeth it upon ZZatth, 18. 15, 
16,17. Therefore Matter Prynne muft feck another Patron thea 
Ofiander. $ i 

And now the nature of the Ordinance being cleared, there 
needeth no more to confute Mafter Prynne in that which he 
makes the eighth thing in controverfie between him and his 
Antagonifts, namely , Wether Minifters may not as Well refufe to 
preach the Word to fuch unexcommunicated, groffe, impeuitent,fcan- 
dalous Ghriftians , Wwhons they would /uppend from the Sacrament. 
Certainly it is not lawful but commanded asa duty to preach . 
bothto the converted andtothe unconverted, without exclu- 1 
ding the moft fcandalous impenitent finners whofoever. But 
the Lords Supper being (accordingte its inftitution and the 
minde of Jefus Chrift)a fealing or confirming Ordinance onely, 
it-cannot witHout a violation of the Inftitution be given to 
known impenitent fcandalous perfons. Other particulars in his 
Debate concerning this eighth point of difference; which dore- l 
quire any Anfwer , I will take occafion to fpeak unto them in | 
the next Chapter, | 


i 
i 
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IW betber the admifsion of [candalous and 
notorious finners to the Sacramcnt of 
the Lords Supper, be a pollution and 
profanation of that holy Ordinance ; 
And in what refpetts it may be fo 

„called? 


Mien Hnffey in his Plea, pag. 2. doth very much miftake 
ff his mark, whenin oppofition to what I had faid cèn- 
cerning the polluting of the Sacrament by the admiffion of the 
{candalous , he télls me out of Beza, that the Sacraments re- 
main effe&tual to the good, though evil men come to them : and 
thereupon concludeth , that the Sacrament is holy and pure to 
the believer, notwithftanding the unpreparedneffe of the wic- 
ked: Which is not the thing in queftion : much leffe is it the 
Queltion, Whether there be any fuch thing as a pollution of the 
Sacrament $- forthis Mafter Coleman hath yeelded (though be- 
fore he quarrelled that phrafe of polluting the Ordinances) giv- 
ing inftance in the ufing of Cheefe in ftead of Bread, Male dice, 
pag.12. But the true {tate of che Controverfie may be laid opea 
in thefe few diftin@tions. | | 
Firft, as Scotus in libeg, Sent. Dist. 3. Ousfl.2. diftinguifh- 

eth two forts.of things which may be called neceffary to aSa- 
; Cccc 2 crament ; 
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crament ; neceffariem fimpliciter, and nece[f avium aliqualiter: the 
former he calls that without which the Sacrament is no Sacra- 
ment: the later, that without which they that give the Sacra- 
ment cannot avoid fin , or the want whereof maketh the Mi- 
niftery guilty ; fo do I diftinguifh two forts of pollution of the _ 
Sacrament, one which makes the Sacrament no Sacrament, 
but a commonor unhallowed thing to thofe that do receive it,as 
(for inftance) if the Sacrament were given by thofe that are no 
Minifters,o; to thofe that are noChurch,or without the bleffing 
and breaking of bread : Another which makes the miniftra- 
tion of the Sacrament hic eż nunc and with fuch circumftances 
to be finful, and thofe that de.fo adminifter it to be guilty.: and 
(o whatfoever is done in the miniftration of the Sacrament con. 
trary to the revealed willof God, isa pollution of that Ordi- 
nance. The prefent Queftion is of the later, not of the former. 
Secondly, fome wicked men by their receiving the Sacra- 
ment do onely draw judgement upon themfelves , and thefé are 
clofe hypocrites : Others by their receiving of the Sacrament 
do involve not themf:lves. onely , but others alfo into fin and 
Gods difpleafure ; and thefe are fcandalous notorious finners, 
Thirdly , the fin of thofe who pollute the Sacrament by 
ufing it contrary to the nature and inftitution of it, may be the 
fin of others, and thofe others aceeflary to fuch pollution of the 
Sacrament two ways s. either it is the fin of the whole Church, 
none excepted, fothat none that communicateth then and there 
can be free of the fin, as where the bread is elevated and wor- 
fhipped, all the communicants are eo ipfo that they joyn in the 
Sacrament then and there, partakers of the finof bread-wor- 
fhip, though perhaps fome of them do not joyn in the a& of 


Worlhippingthe bread, but have done what they could to pre- 


vent or hinder it. Or it is the fin onely of fo many as have not 
done whatthey ought and might have done for obferving the 
Inftitution, rule and example of Jefus Chrift. And of this fore 
is the fin of communicating with fcandalous and profane men. 
If private Chriltianshave interpofed, by admonitions given to 
the offender, and by petiticns put up to thofe that have authori- 
ty and power. for reftraining the fcandalous from the Lords Ta- 
ble, they. have difcharged their confciences , and may without 
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fin communicate,though fome fcandalous members te admitted: 
for fuch perfons fin in taking the Sacrament , but worthy com- 
municantsare not partakersof their fin. But if Church.offi- 
cers who have a charge and authority from Jefus Chrift, to re- 
ceive none whom they know to be unworthy, profane and fcan- 
dalous, fhall not withttanding admit fuch perfons,they are there- 
by partakers of their fin, fo that their receiving, or rather pol- 
luting of the Sacrament , is imputed not to themfelves oncly, 
but to theCharch-officers who had authority to keep them back, 
and did 1t not. 

Fourthly, the fuffering of a. mixture of known wicked per- 
fonsamong the godly inthe Church , doth fometime defile us 
with fin, fometime not, Itdoth not d.fileus, when we ufeall 
lawful and poffible remedies agaipftit , and namely, when we 
exercife the Difcipline of Excommunication,and ether Church- 
cenfures, faith duguftine , lib. contra Donatift as , poft collatic- 
nem, cap.4. Tom.7, Butit doth defile us , and wedo incur fin 
and wrath, when the means of redrcffing fuch known evils are 
neglected, indi/ciplinata patientia (it is Auguftines word) fo to 
bear with wicked men, as not to execute difcipline againft. 
them, that certainly. makes us partakers of their fin. I meanin 
areformed and well conftituted Church, where the thing is 
feafible. But where it cannot be done, becaufe of perfecutior,. 
or becaufe cf theinvincible oppofition either of authority , or 
of a prevalent profane multitude, in that cafe we have onely this 
comfort left us, Bleffed are they that hunger and thirst after righ. 
teoulneffe 5 and, in magnis volui(fe fat est. , i 

Fifthly neither doth this Queftion concerning the pollution 
or profanarion, or abufe of the Sacrament, concern thofe peccas 
ta quotidiana incur ionis , {uch fins of infirmity as all. the godly, 
or at leaft the generality of the godly , are fubje& unto and guil-" 


ty of, as long as they are inthe world (for then the Sacrament 


.- fhould be polluted to all; for, ho can fay, [have made my beart 


tlean, I ans pure from my fins ? ) but onely groffe and fcandalous 
fins, fuch as make the Name of God and the profeffion of Re- 
ligion to be evil fpoketrof and reproached’, thofe roots of bit- 
ternefk which {pring up, whereby many are like to be defiled 3 
thofe that are guilty of fach fins, and have given noevidence of 
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true Repentance, if they be received to the Sacrament, it is a 
profaning of the Ordinance. 

Now that the admiffion of fcandalous and notorious fin- 
ners to the Sacrament in a reformed and conftituted Church, is 
a i or pollution of that Ordinance, may be thus 

roved. 

; Firft, Parens upon the 82 Queftion in the Heidelberg Ca- 
tcchiftn, where it is affirmed,that by the admiffion of fcandalous - 
finners to the Sacrament, the Covenant of God is profaned, pi- 
veth this reafon for it, Becaufeas they who having no Faith 
nor Repentance, if they take the feals of the Covenant,do there- 
by profane the Covenant ; fo they who confent to known wic- 
ked and feandalous perfons their taking of the feals, or to their 
coming to the Sacrament, do by fuch confenting make them- 
{elves guilty of profaningthe Covenant of God (for the doer 
and the confenter fall under the fame breach of law) yea, fofar . 
do they fin by fuch confenting, as that they. do thereby acknow- 
ledge the children of the devil to be the children of God , and 
the enemies of Ged to bein Covenant and to have fellowfhip 
with God. Hediftinguifheth thefe two things, who ought to 
come to the Sacrament, and who ought to beadmitted. None’ 
ought to come, except thofe who truely believe and repent : 
None ought to be admitted, except fuch.as are fuppofed to be 
believers and penitent , there being nothing known to the con- 
trary. If any impenitent finner take the Sacrament, he profanes 
the Covenant of God. If the Church admit tothe Sacrament 
any known to live in wickedneffe without repentance, the 
Church profaneth the Covenant of, God. 

Secondly , that Ordinance which is not a converting but a 
fealing Ordinance, which is not appointed for the converfion of 
finners but for the communion of Saints, is certainly profaned 
and abufed contrary to the nature, inftitution , and properend 
thereof, if thofe who are manifeftly ungodly, profane, impeni- 
tent, and unconverted, be admitted to the participation thereof. 
But the Sacrament of the Lords Supper is not a converting but 
afealing Ordinance, cc. . which I have proved by infallible de- 
monftrations. Ergo. ^ - ! 
Tisi, That of the Saguapot, which, i Fon 
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and contradictory to the Word truly and faithfully preached in 
the name of Chrift, isa prophaniag of the Sacrament. But to 
give the Sacrament to thofe who are known to live in groffe fins 
Without repentance, isanufe of the Sacrament which isre- 
pugnant and contradictory to the Word truly and faithfully 
preached in the Name of Chrift, Ergo. 

I fuppofe no man will denie, that if wetruly and faithfully 
preach the Word , we may and ought to pronounce and deelare 
fuch as live in fin impesitent and unconverted, to be under Gods 
wrath and difpleafüre as long as they continue in tliat eltate: Be 
not deceived faith the Apoltle, nether fornicators , nor idelaters, 
nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor absfers of themfelves With mane - 
kind, wor theevesy ner coveteus, vor drunkards, nor revilers, ner 
extortioners , foalliuherit the Kingdom of God. 1 Cor. 6. 9. Ec. 
See the like Ephef. 5.5,6,7. Whenceitis, that do&tripally we 
warn the ignorant and {candalous, and all (ach as live in known 
fins without repentance, that they prefume not to come and 
prophane that holy Table. Of which Minifters are appointed 
by the Dife&ory to give warning. How then can we by gi- 
ving the Sacrament to fuch asthefe , give the lyeto the Word? 

t For what other thing (hall we do; if thofe whom the’ Word (4) Zach. ur- 
pronounceth to have no.part in the Kingdom of God nor of fin. Judicium 
Chrift , fall be admitted as well as the Godly toeatand drink de difciplina 


of their damnable fins, or whileitisknowm that they have not 4 
E d h J d . g d y Jg TU 80 
repente of the snc eawne ffe , ana fornication , aka lafcivion/neffe OH 
which they have committed ? 2Cor, 32. 31. What is this but to errin «rmm, 
abfolve in the Sacrament thofe who are condemned in the wt Ecclefrachri- 
Word, and to open the Kingdom of Heaven inthe Sacrament sana alicui gra- 
! | Te tian Chrifli cy 
unto thofe on whom the Word fhutteth it ? remifficnem 
as k pec- 
_ Fourthly, That ufe of the Sacrament whichfttengtheneth carrum, annun- 
the hands of the wicked, fothat he turneth not from his wic- ciatione verbi 
kedneffe , is an abufe and profanation of the Sacrament. But divini Kyr 
the giving ofthe Sacrament to any known prophane impenitent ES mo 5 
perfon is fuch an ufe of the Sacrament as {trengtheneth the hands mentorum (pone 
of the wickfd, fo that he turneth not from his wickednetfe. dear. 
Ergo. | à 
I appeal to the experience of all godly and faithful minifters, 
^ whether 
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whether they have not found it a great deal more difficult to 
convince or convert {fuch prophane men as have been ufually ad- 
mitted to the Sacrament, thea to convince or convert fuch as 
have been kept back from ‘the Sacrament? No marvel that fuch 
prophane onesas have ufually reccived the fcals of the Covenant 
of grace, and joyned in the high ft a@ of Church-communion, 
live in a good opinion of their fouls cítate, and truft inlying 
words, Have we not earen and drunken et thy Table ? The Sa- 
crament, The Sacrament, asof old The Temple, The Temple. 
Mr. Pryns thinks , that the Minifter hath fully difcharged his 
duty and confcience, if he give warning to unworthy Com- 
municants of the danger they incurre by their unworthy ap- 
proaches to tke Lords Table, Vixdic, pag. 28,29, But he may 
be pleafed to receive an anfwer from himfelf, pag. 43. Tbe things 
we fce With onr cyes do more affett and beget deeper impri ffions in our 
hearts, ihen the things we heare The Word preached is Verbum 
auditile, the Sacrament is Verbum vifibile. How fhall pro- 
phane ones be perf{waded by their earsto beleeve that whereof 


, they fee the contrary with their eyes? they will give more cre- 
 ditin Mr. Pryans own opinion to the vifible Word, then to the 


audicle Word. 


i Fifthly, If it were a prophanatien of the Sacrament of 


Bapti{me to baptizea Gatechumene, a Jew, or a-Pagan pro- 


 feflinga refolution to turn Chriltian, he being manifeftly under 


the power of abominable reigning fins, and being ftill a pro- 
phaneand wicked liver, although he were able to give a found 
and Orthodox Confeflion of Faith: then it is alfo a prophana- 
tion of the Lords Supper to admit unto it abominable and pro- 
phanelivers. Butit werea prophanation of the Sacrament of 
Baptifme &c, Anguftine lib. de fide & operibus cap. 18. tells us, 
that the Church did not admit whores and fuch other fcanda- 
lous perfonsto Baptifme. Et nif egerint ab his mortuis operibus 


(| penitentiam , accedere ad Baptifmum non finuntur. And except 


they repent (faith he) from thefe dead Works, they are not fuffered 
tocome unto Baptifme. Divers Arguments he brings in that 
Book for this thing , as 1. That Perer faith ( Adz. 2. 38.) Repent 
and be baptized, 2. That the Apoftle Heb, 6. 1, 2, joynethre- 
pentance from dead works with Baptifme, 3, That foh» 
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preached theBaptifme of Repentance. 4. That fornicators, 
adulterers, theeves, &c. fhall not inherit the Kingdom of God : 
therefore fuchas are known to livein thefe fins without repen- 
tance ought not to be baptized. 5. He argueth from 2 Cer. 6. 
14,15, 16. &c. Now Lofferthis Daere. Shall an abomina- 
ble wicked life, murther, adultery, fwearing, curfing, lying, or 
the like keep back a man from fe much asentering into the vifi- 
ble &hurch by the door of Baptifm,and fhall not the like abomi- 
nations keep back a man from Fellowfhip with the Saints at 
the Lords Table? Is there more evidence of Saintíhip required 
in thofe who come to be baptized, then in thofe who come to 
the Lords Table ? If therebe, let our Oppefites fpeak it out, x; 
and openup theriddle. If therebe not, then how can their 
Tenent avoid the prophanation of the Lords Table ? 

Sixthly, That Ordinance which is prophaned by admit. 
ting Infants andIdiots who can make no good ufe of it, is much \ 
more prophaned by admitting abominable and known prca 
phane perfons who makea very bad ufe of it. But the Lords 
Supper is prophaned by admitting Infants and Idiots whocar 
make no good ufe of it. Ergo. 

Mr. Prynn pag. 29. yeeldeth that children , fools, and di- 
{tra&ted men, are bya natural difability made uncapable of re- 
ceiving the Lords Supper, becaufe unable to examine theme 
. elves, to which (faith he) notwithfanding they have been 
admitted in fome Churches. In what Churches fools and di- J) 
Rracted men have been admitted to the Lords Supper, I fhould 
have willingly learned from him , for as yet I know not any 
fuch thing Children I know were fomtime admitted by the An- , 
cients who did afterward difcover their own great error in that 
particular. However,He yeelds as I take it, children and fools to 
be uncapable of the Lords Supper. And why ? becaufe unable 
to examine themfelves, in regard of natural difability. But 
where there is no difability in the natural faculties, may not a 
finful difability which a man hath drawn upon himfelt ( as ig- 
norance, drunkenneffe, corrupt and atheiítical opinions, pre- 
fumptuous excufing or defending of fin) make him unable to 
examine himfelf ? Shall men that are unable to examine them- 
fzlves be admitted to the sag IS iue not difabled by a- 
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ny-natural difability.2 Sureithis wag far from Panis thoughts 
when he delivered that rule concerning examining our-felves 
before the Sacrament... Whoever they be who are unableto ex: 
mine themfeives, whether naturally cr finfully , much more 
they whoomanifehtly appear, unwilling to examine, themfelves; 
if they be admitted andallowed to cometo the Lords Supper, it 
isa high and haynous prophanation of that Ordinance, Where- 
fore to profecutemy Argument, Why do we exclude Infants 
and Idiots ?. becaufe the Apofthe faith, Leta man examine hime 
Seif, and fa tee hime et ofthat Bread, ana drink: of that Cup s but 
Infants and-Idists:cannot examine themfelves. Now a pofitive 
prophánation of £he Sacrament , is worfe then a negative pro- 
phanation of it + a4vtiis more then non.bene uti. We know 
that prophane impenitent finners will not onely make no good 
ufe of the Sacrament, nor examine themfelves aright, burrwill 
abnfe 1t to the worlt nfe that can be, evento flatter themfthves 
in their wickedneffe , and to harden themfelves in fin and impe- 
nitency. Mr. Pryzs wilktell us, weknow not but God may 
convert fuchat the Sacrament.. But there 1s not the leaft hint 
in all the Word of God of any impenitent finner converted: by. 
the Sacrament. And befide; it.is as eaficdor Ged to give an Idi- 
ot or diltracted man his right wits, and to illuminate him with 
a {clf-examining knowledge and light in the very iüftant of apa 
proaching to or fitting downat the Table; Andif a pofibility , a 
peradventure, it may: bcp aud who kasWeith but it wsay convert and 
do thera good, be a warrántableground for Minifters toadmini- 
fter the Sacrament to: prophane and .fcandalous perfons as Mr. 
Pryxaholds, pag. 47. why fhall not the fameground beas war- 
rantablefor, admitting Idiots. Mi ? 4n 

Seventhly, It the Temple was pollnted and prophaned by the 


. commirg of praphane and abominable perfons ipto'it, then is 


the Sacrament of theLords Supper alfo profaned by fuch perfons 
their participation of 1t. Bue the Temple was poltuted-and pro- 
phaned &c. The reafon of the confequence in the Prop: fition is, 
becaufe as the Temple bad a Sacramental. fignification of Chrift, 
anda certain Ceremonial holipetfe, as well asthe Lords Table, 
foit willbe dærns fermo ( and I prefume none of our Oppofites 
willadventure to fay it) that fuch prophanefle as did - 
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keep back men from the Temple, cannot now'exclüde them 
from the Sacrament. 

The ‘Affumption is largely proved in thefirft Book, bot 
from Scriptare and from Jewith writers. Thitone place E- 
zk) 23:398. 39. (befide divers others ) cleareth it. ^ Moreover 
this they have done unto me > they bave dfiled my Sanfuary in the 
fame day, and bave prophaned my Sabbaths : -For When they bad 
fain their children to their lavls, then they came the feme day into 
my Sanctuary to prophane tt.’ . You fte the Temple was propha- 
hed and polluted, not bnely by thof that were ceremonially une 
_@lean, but by Idólaters and Murtherers when any fuch prefumed 
tocomeintothe Temple.- = |. a 

Eighthly, I defire the feope of that place Har. 2. 11, 12, 
13, 14 may be éohfidered. "The Lord is teaching: hig people, 
that athicg legally Roly, could not by the touch thereof fanctifie 
that Which by the Law Wes con non and'not hbly,yethe which 
was legally^unclean, did defile whatfoever hé’ touched , yea 
though it were legally holy. “So zs this people, awa fo se: this Nao yy 
tios beforeame , faith the Lord, and fo ts every work of their bands 1) 
and thhwivhithiehey offer tbere 9 wncleaa, ° Thetegak holineff and 
undledtindle were fiphifiaht ceremonies to teaéh the people the 
heceffity of nidral holineffe, and the evil or danger of moral'ün- 
eleanneffe : Hencé God himfelf argues from the fignificant ce- 
temony totte morality, fo as the place holds forth by neceffa- 
ry plain confequénee thefe three própofitióris: i. The xerénio- 
nial uncleanneffe did fignifie thè moral üncléanneffe; dnd the — 
effe of the former did. fignifie the effcé& of thelitter, "2. Une 
holy perfons are not fanctified by their approaching to, or Joyn- 
ing in‘holy Ordinances; but he tharis filthy willbe filthy ftill, 
and he that is unjutt,anjatt RIEIFGodUo not eive them his Spi 
fit to fanctific them 3 the Ordtnáhces'cahaot doers’ 3! dYet | o0 (o 
finioly’pertons, ^ whilefach ,’ do défile'hóly Ordinances jand ^ 77 

hat by moral aswell as by ceremonial uncleannefle’: therefore `` 
the people themfelves, and every work of their hands -béing e- . . 
vil, the Lord for that caufe reckoneth their facrifices to be. 
unclean.“ “Did prophade pérforisdehle the Sactifices of old, JJ : 
and do they not defile our Sacraments ? Nay , 1 (hould thiük J 
this, much more then that, there being more of the communi- 
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on of Saints in cur Sacraments, thenin their Sacrifices, 

Tke ninth Argument which alone may conclude the point 
fhallbetaken from Matth. 7.6. Give not that which is holy ovel 
the dogs , neither caft ye your pearls before fwine.1f the Sacrament 
be a holy thing,and if prophane fcandalousim penitent finners be 
dogs and {wyne , then to give the Sacrament to fuch, isto pro- 
phaneand pollute the Sacrament , and indeed no better but 
Worfe then to give pearls to fwine. Mr. Prywu; reply vindic, 
pag. 39. doth not take off this Argument. For without any 
proof, he reftri&teth to certain particulars that which the Text 
faith generally both of the things and of the perfons. Firft for 
the things , He faith the Text is principally intended of not 
preaching the Gofpel to fuch, fo that we muft feclude them from 
the Word as well as from the Sacrament. But I ask, isit meant 
enely of the Word? He hath not faid fo, nor will ( I think ) 
fay fo. Eraftus himfelf pag. 207. confeffeth it is meant alfo of 
the Sacraments. The Text faith not, the holy thing, and the pearl, 
but bely things, pearls, It mult thereforebe underftood refpetli- 
ve. Someare fo vile, and fo abominably predipioufly prophane, 
blafphetnous,. mockers, perfecuters,that I ought not to preach 
tofuch, but to turn away from them to others, according to 


Chrifts direccion , and the Apoftles example. Others are fuch | 


as I may preach unto, yet ought not to pray or give thanks with 
them , nor toadmonifh them ( and much lefle give them the 
Sacrament) Others I may admoni(h and pray with them , yet 
ought not to give them the Sacrament.. And all’ thefe by reafon 
of that rule, Give not that which ss holy to dogs, &c. Sothat 
we are not bound up by this Text , either to feclude men from 
the Word,. or otherwife from no holy thing, Next, The Ar- 
gument holds 4 fortiori, from the Word to the Sacrament. For 
faith i Parews. If Chrift {faid this of the Word, which is 
common to the. converted and to the unconverted, how much 
more muft it be faid of the Sacraments, which are inftituted 
onely for fuch as are converted. 


dibil , quod Ido .. x : oe 
men inflirutzen ef converfis, Qoi nn cenverfis vel convertendis : multe magis bec. dicitur de. verbo. 


vifibili. bec eff. de Sacramenti, que tansumn-converfis funt inffinna. 
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As for that fort of perfons which the Text {peaks of, Mafter 
Prynne (following Ereff ar, lib.3. cap. 3.) faith that thefe doggs 
and {wine are onely fuch Infidels and Heathens , who refufed to 
embrace the Gofpel, and harbour the Preachers of it : Or per- 
fecutors of the Gofpel, and of the Mini(ters of it: Or open 
Apoftates from the Chriltian faith which they once embraced. 
And he citeth divers Scriptures, which he faith do exprefly de- 
termineit. But he obferves not that the molt which thofe Seri- 
ptures prove, is, that fuch men as he {peaks of are doggs and 
{wine, whichis not the Queftion : That which he had.to prove, 
is, that the doggs and {wine which Ghrift fpeaks of, are owe/y. 
Infidels, or perfecutors, or apoftates from the Chriftian faith. 
This O N E LY he hath boldly averred, but (hall never prove 
it. It isonc thing to prove that Infidels, perfecutorsand apo- 


ftatesare doggs and fwine,. another thing to prove that there: 


are noother doggs and fwine. That which the Apoftle Peter 


faith, of fuch as having efcaped the pollutions of the world, and. - 


known the way of righteoufnefie, do afterward turna(idefrom . 


the holy Commandment, namely, that {uch do with the dog 1e- 
turn.to the vomit, and with the fow that was wafhed to the 
wallowing in the mire,2 Per.2.18,20,22. doth belong to all fcan-. 
dalous and backfliding Chriftians, whether they be fuchin do- 
rine or inlife onely. ; and is generally fo applied by Divines. 
Erastus himfelf, pag. 207. underftandeth that vomitand puddle, 
2. Pet.2, to be the finful pleafures.of theworld,zelabuntur (faith 
he, gloffing upon the place ) .ad voluptates more[que hujus feculi 
And Solomon faith the fame thing generally of an ungcdly wic- 
ked perfon, Prov. 26.11. As a dog returnetb to bis vomit, fo a 
fool returneth to bis folly, Nor isit to be forgotten that the Apo- 
{ile ufing the words of Epimenides, calls the Cretians evil bealts, 
Tit.1.12. becaufe they profeffed to know God, but in their. 
works. denied him, being impure, difobedient, and unto 
every good work reprobate. Wherefore the precept Matth, Ja, 
Ge is rightly applied by dorms Pelufiota , lib. x. Epiff. 143. to 
the denying of the Sacrament to all perfons of an unclean con- 
verfation, as well asto Jewsand Hereticks. . So Ch»yfoffome 
doth apply this Text to the excluding of known unworthy men 
from the Sacrament ;. and this he doth, | Homil, 1..de compuntli- 
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eut éordis ; aS I remember. "And How. 83 7n. Matth. He hath 
thefe words to the fame purpofe. ` If thow badft-a clear fountdin 
committed tathy keeping, to be hept tlean by tied y" Wonlaft thos let 
, filthy [wine conse and puddle in it ? bow mach more the fountain of 
the Blood of ‘Chrif $ Where by filthy fwine'he underflandeth 
! afl unworthy qnid {caridalons perfons whatfoever'y'as i$ evident 
Ey that-which follows, and by thatalfo which went before, 
where he gives inftance of the fcandals in life and converfitiom 
And upon the Text it felf, Marth. 7. he applicth it to a fafpemfis 
on of atl fuch as were not acknowledged fot vifible Saints , Hot 
onely from receiving but from beholding the Sacrament. Héncé 
was tliat i the ancient Charch, Sania $«&E 5 zat which word 
all others were difmiffed beforethe receiving of theSacrament, 
who were not accounted vifible Saints.. Hence came the diftin- 
yp Rion of duplex mifa, that is, duplex dimiffis. Miffa catechumes 
geram, e mifa fid. lium, When the Catechumens were dimit 
fed; then alfo together With ‘them were difmiffed alt feandalous 
perfons who had fcandalized the Church, except fuch Penitents 
as(having now in a great meafure fatisfied the Chutch-diftipline, 
dnd manifefted their repentance publikely ; ‘according to cértaim 
ufusl decrees óf- publike déclaration of repentance ) were per: 
mitted to behold rhe ‘giving and receiving of the Sacrament, af- 
ter the Catechumens were gone (which yet themfelves were not 
adinittedto partake of,till they had gone thoro w all the degrees, 
and finifhed the whole cOurfe of: publikely manifefting Repen? 
tance 3 onely in thé danger of death they were permitted to re 
cave the Szer&ment , before that courfe was finifhed , if they: 
fhóu!ddefireit?) Then aft of all, after the Sacrament, was the 
goi ff^ fidel'um,' the diftnifficn of the faithful. ' ! 
~ Augaftine, lib. de fide “operibus, cap. 6. fo applith the pro- 
hfoition of giving holy things to doggs , that he thence argueth 
apaintt the adminiftration of Baptifin to perfons living in adul- 
tery (although fuch as have emjtraced the Orthodox Do&rine) 
Whichisalfo theícopeof that whole Book. Now if perforfs 
of a profane Converfation, though orthodox in their Judge- 
ment and Profeffion, be fach doggs ‘as ought to be refufed Ba- 
ptifm when they defire ir;furely they are alfo fuch doggs asought 
to be refinfed the Lords Supper. í 


" 4 More- 
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Moreover, the onely feeming advantage which Mafter Pryse 
catcheth, is from the word doggs ( which yet is no advantage ; 
for that is applied generally to wicked and profane perfons 1n 
the Scriptures above cited, and fo Revel. 22.15.) but he fhalldo 
well to obferve the word /wine too: for (as Grotius upon the 
place, following Chry/oflome , doth make the diltinétion ) the 
doggs are fuch as bark and contradict ; the fwine fuch as do not J 
bark and contradict , but by an impure life (faith he) declare J 
how little efteem they have of the holy things. Which differ- 
énce (as he conceives) the Text itfelf doth-hint :' for it menti- 
oneth mot anely the turning again to rent; which is the’ dogges 
part, but the trampling of Pearls under feet, which is the {wines 
arte ^ | y j | 
P Finally, this Argument from 44t:2.7. hath gained fo much 
upon (^) Erastus hitMelf, 110.3. cap.3. that here(tricteth himfelf (8) Paz. 107. 
to the ad:niffion of {uch onely to theSacrament as acknowledge Sermo nofter de 
and confeffe their fault, promife amendment , and difire to ufe #4 efh, qu cri- 
the Sacraments rightly with the ret, fo far as weareableto 7" enum" 
: re . Qo confirentur : 
judge. Wohichconceflion will go far. qui emendatio- 


D AE fe. n me y , nem promittunt : 
qui Sacramenti recte cum caterjs ui, quantum judicare nos poffumus, defideränt. ~ 
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CHAP. XVI 


An Argument of Exaftus (drawn from 
the Baptifm of John) «gainft the 
excluding of [candalous finners from 
the Lords Supper, xamun-d, 


i ftrongeft Arguments of Erafus drawnfromthe Old 
Teftament, I have before difcuffed. Another Argument of 
his which deferveth an Anfwer (for I take him in his greateft. 
ftrength ) isthis. ohn Baprift (faith he) did baptize all, none 
excepted, who came to him to be baptized ; yea, even the Pha- 
rifees and Sadduces, whom yethecalled a generation of Vi- 
C» f. 
: Anfwer. 1. They that were baptized by fohn, did confeffe 
their fins, and profefle Repentance ; and (!) Eraftus himfelf 
brings in fobs Baptift {peaking to thofe Pharifees on this man- 
ner. Idonot fee into your hearts, but he that cometh after me, 
hath hisfanin his hand, and will feparate the chaff from the 
wheat: fo that though ye may deceive me with a feigned repen- 
tance, yet you cannot deceive him. Hereupon Eraftus conclu- 
deth, that the Minifters of the Gofpel ought not to deny the Sa- 
craments to thofe that profeffe repentance, and ought not take 
upon them to judge of mens hearts whether they dotruely and 
unfeignedly repent. (™) Now all this maketh for the fufpenfion 


tem, quaft.38. Verum cum nen fit idem, agnofcere fe peccatorem, gy confiteri peccata fua , retfe 
intelligimus tos fua peccata faltem majora indicaffe, y confeffos effe D. Johanni, ficut (y AĜ. 19. 


annlti credentium dicunsur v eniffe ad Paulum confitentes gy annuntiantes actus fuos. 


from 
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from the Sacrament of all fuch as do ot confeffe their fins, nor , 
profe(fe repentance for the fame : The drunkard that will not 
confefle his drunkenneffe, the unclean perfon that will not con- 
f-fe his uncleanneffe, the Sabbath-breaker that will not conf: ffe 
his breach of the Sabbath, are by this ground to be excluded ; 
and fó of other fcandalous perfons. We are not to judge of 

- mens hearts, but we are to judge of the external fignes of re- 
pentance, whether fia be confcff:d, and repentance declared by 
{ome hopeful fignes or not. 

2. Neither doth his argument fully reach admiffion to the 
Lords Table, where fome further and more exact proof muf 
be had of ones fitneff: and qualification for the communion of 
Saints. Even thofe that are of age when they are baptized are 
but Jucipientes : when they cometo the Lords Table they are 
proficientes s There is tome more required in proficients, then 
in Novices and beginners : as thereis more required to fit one 
for {trong meat then for milk. 

Itis alfo a queftion whether thofe Pharifees that came | 
tothe baptifme of 7obs were indeed baptizedof him ^ Toftatws Cn )In Math. 
tells us (ome think they were not baptized , and they prove it 3. quxtt. 64. 
from Luk 7.29.30. dnd all the People that heard him and the So Salmeron 
Publicans juftified God, being baptized With the Baptifme of Folin. . ‘Te A » 
But the Pharifees and Lawyers rejetled the Coun[el of God against ee ud 
themfelues, being not baptized of him. There is a controverfie nife ad Joban- 
whether thefe be the words of our Saviour Chri(t , or of the nem gy adba- 
Evangelift Luke. But there can be no controverfie of this, that praat 
the Pharifees and Lawyers were not baptized of foka, but the o Mey 
peopleand the publicans were. Which may very well be ex- fuerint : a 
tended to thofe Pharifeesof whom we read Matth, 3. 7. For Luc. 7. dicun- 
the holy Ghoft having faid of the people, that they were bapti- 1%” fPreviffe con- 
zed of Johnin Jordan , confeffing-their fins , he faith no fuch filium Dei in 

: : femet ipfos, non 
. thing of the Pharifees, but onely that they came to his Bap- baprifati a Jo- 
tifme ( whether to fee the fa(hton and the new Ceremony, or banne. 
whether with an intention to be baptized ) after which we read - 
no more but that John gave them a moft (harp ,admonition,and 
called them a generation of vipers, and told them that they 
fhould not glory in being Abrahams children : Whereupon it 
may feem they went away difpleafed and unbaptized. But 
"T ; Eee when 
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when I compare the Evangeliis together , that which ap. 
pears to me to be meant. Matth. 3. 7. concerning many of the 
Pharifees comming to the Baptifme of Fob» , is that they were 
fent from 7ersfalem witha meffagetoask Jobn , Who art thou ? 
For they who were fent upon that meflage were of the Phari- 
fees , Jobat. 24. and they were fent to Berhebara beyond For- 
dan where fohn was baptizing, fobs 1. 28. and a part of Fobns 
anfwertothem was, / baptize with water, but there ftanderh one 
among you whom ye know not: &c. fobni. 26. In both paffiges 
Jobe (peaks of him that was to come after him, whom he pre- 
ferreth before himfelf, In both, he profeffeth that he could do 
no more but baptize with Water or Minifterially. In both, he 
faith he was not worthy to unloofe thelatchet of Chri(ts fhoe. 
So that many of the circum(tances do agree with the ftory, 
Matth. 3. and the other circumftances are not inconfiftent. In 
the other Evangeli(tsit is, Z baptize you With water s But that 
proves not that the Pharifees who were fent to 7sbz , were ba- 
ptized, for Løke doth plainly apply thofe words to the people 
Lake 3.15. 16.18. But when the Pharifees asked ohn, why 
baptizeSt thou cee. the anfwer to them was not I baptize you 
Co) Cent. 1, with Water, but I baptize with Water. © The Centurifts think 
hib. 1. cap. 10. that the Pharifees who were fent from feru/falem to fobs to ask 
him Who art thon ? ohn 1. were not fent from any good efteem 
which was had of fohn , but from malice, and an intent to 
quarrel withhim. This they prove becaufe obs faith to them 
O Generation of Vipers , Who bath forewarned you to flee from the 
Wwrathrecome? Whichinfinuateth a coincidency of thefe two 
(5) Tom: 4 ftories related. Matth, 3. and John 1: (P) Salmeros thinks that 
oa ;, Tag, Meffage was fent to 7ob» out of honour and refpectto bim , and 
Pl he endeavours to confute the Centurifts , but among all his an- 
fwers he doth not averre ( which had been his beft reply , if he- 
had thought it probable) that thofe words O Generation of Vi- 
pers , Were not fpoken to the Pharifees that werefent from fe-- 
(q) Ibid.  rufalem to obw. Yea % Salmeron himfelf doth in another place 
Trag. é.  obferve divers coincidencies between the ftory of that which 
paffed bet ween 75^», and the Pharifces that came to his baptifm ; 
and the (tory of that which paffed between John and the Phari- 
fees that. were fent to him from Terw(alems. 


4. Eraft ne: 
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4. Eraftus argucth from the admiffion of a generation of 
Vipers to Baptifme, to prove the lawfulneffe of admitting a 
generation of V:perste the Lords Supper. But I argue con- 
trariwife. Such perfons as defice to be received into the Church 
by Baptifme, if they be prophane and fcandalous perfons, 
ought not to be baptized but refufed baptifme, as Augustine 
proveth in his Book De Fide c Operibus. Therefore pro- 
phane and fcandalous perfons ought much lefe be admitted 
unto the Lords Supper.Of which Argument more before.I con- ¢, ) Cents 
clude withthe * Centurifts.?obn did not cast pearls before [wines Lib. 1. 
he did not admit rafoly any that wouldto Baptifme , but {uch as Cap. Yo. Ne- 
cenfeffed their fins, that tsy oncly [uch as Were tryed and did repent, 22m margas 
but the contumacione and the defenders of their impieties or crimes hm =g 
he did rejeêt, quoflibet temere 
admifit , fed confitentes peccata fma, boc eft, exploratos, €y agentes peenitensiam aka go 
vere , ac defenferes fuarum impietamum aut fcelerum, reprebavit. d 


556 Aarons Red Blooming, Orthe Divine Book 3. 


CHAP. XVII. 
Antiquity for the fufpenfion of all fean- 


dalous perfons from the Sacrament, 
even Juch zs were admitted to other 


publik: Ordinances. 


R. Prysnin his firt Quere would have us beleeve that 
in the primitive times fcandalous finners were ever ex- 
communicated and wholy caft out of the Church, and 
fequeltred from all other Ordinances, as well as from the Sa. 
crament; And fince (faith he ) in tbe primitive times (as i evi- 
dent by Tertullians Apologie cap. 39. De poenitentia lib. and 
ethers) [candaless perfons were ever cxcommanicated and Whol 
caft ont of the Church ( extra gregem dati) not barely (equeftred 
from the Sacrament. But for further clearing of the ancient di- 
{cipliae concerning {ufpenfion, Ihave thought good here to take 
notice of the particulars feliowing, 
CO Obfervar. _ Firft, That great Antiquary © Alozfpiram , proving that 
lib. 1.cap.1. Church communion or fellowthip was anciently larger than 
z rm în partaking of the Sacrament of the Lords Supper ; he proves it 
“ak efe by this Argument, becaufe many of thofe who had fcandaleufly 
referri negat, fallen, were admitted to communion with the Church in pray- 
gaibus pt alie Oc and all other Ordinances, the Eucharift oncly excepted. 
gucltempius 
omia cum ceteris fratribus volunt efe cemirunia, preter Eucbariftiam, cui enim cwn fidelibus fuppli- 
cationes focere do erare liceret, is ad ema qua erant im fecietate Chriftiana,ung excepta Euchariftia, 
jus batere centar 
" A Next 
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Next , It is well known to the fearchers of Antiquity, that 
there were four degrees of publike declaration of repentance, 
aemmaraumn, dxestat, Unions, asus : Which the Latines call jj 
fl ins, anaitio, fubftratic, confisientia s After all which followed.// 
ussees, the participation of the Sacrament, which they were at 
laft admitted unto, and is therefore mentioned by fome as the 
fifth degree, though (to fpeak properly) it was not peenal, not: 
any degree of cenfure as the other four were. — Firft, The peni- 
tent was kept weeping at the Church door,befeeching thofe that 
went in to pray for him : thereafter he was admitted to hear the 
Word afar cff amorg the Catechumens : In the third placethcre 
was a preparatory reconciliation or receptioninto the Church, 
with prayer and impofition.of hands, which being done , the 
man was in fome fort admitted into Chriftian fellowfhip , and 
acknowledged fcr a brother, yet after the Word and Prayer, he 
went forth with the Catechumens beforethe Sacrament. But 
there was a fourth degree after all this ; he might Ray in the 
Church, and fee and hear in the celebration of the Sacrament, 
after the Catechumens and the three firft fort of penitents were — 7 
difmiffed, yet ftill he was fufpended from partaking of the Sa. — v 
crament , fora certain time after he was brought to this fourth 
and laft {tep: * So cautious were thofe Ancients in admitting (t) Albofpi- 
of mentothe Sacrament, till they perceivedlafting, continu- nzus Obferv. 
ing,clear, and teal ‘evidences of true repentance. Three of the lib 2- oe 
degrees above-mentioned are found in the Canons of the Coun- ? hA 5 bs 
cel of Ancyra; andof the Councel of Nice, namely the three m = AP 
lat. The frit which did not admit a man fo much as into the quartumillum 
Church to the hearing of tte Word , as it was after wards ad- gradum pofuerint 
ded, fo1tisnotío jultificableas the other three. But here is the G^ Nula po- 


point I defire may be well obferved, that of old in the fourth and eu 


affirri ratio 
quam qua ex reverentia ac Religiene petitur; qua adverfus fanctam Eucharifliam. ferebanur : dete- 
teftabile quippe Deo Sy bominilus, non folum exiftimabant bominem , vel. leviffina macula in- 
quatum , aut macule iebula cffufwn , ad Euchariftiam accedere , fed etiam periculofum abfo- 
lures pænitentes eam tangere Qy attrettare , quod nes fart. fanti dy fanétificati cenfebantur, qui. 
bus tanta re s committeretur. à s y^ 


i p ane“ 
Es M | ? Ec sd 2 


~ 
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= ees. 
(u) Coufabor fifth , yea 1n the third Century , © incen. were admitted not 
Exact- psg- only to the hearing of the Word,’ ut to prayer with the Church, 
297. cce, who yet were not admitted to the Sacramet t of the Lords Sup- 
Francof. 1615. 
eU guis igitur € , 
m ftertis Genti- 
ym vox accepta, appellabatur [lario imer fideles ; ibi penitentes dues perfapo annos agetant ; quod ad 
cetera ejufdem conditionis cum fidelibus ; neque jam cum Carechumenis exibant 5 fola participatione 
myfleriorum ceteris fratribus mferiores. 


(x) Cone. x The Council of “ncsra held about the year 368. Can. 16. 
Ancyr.Can. 16 appointeth fome fcandalous perfons to (hew publike fignes of 
9 a ira- rapentance for 15. years, before they be admitted to fellow(hip 
fuifumfu, With the Church in prayer : and for 5. years thereafter to be kept 
` verfaniur. Quot. Off from the Sacrament, 

quot ante viceft- 

muni etatis fue annum, tale crimen convniferint, quindecim annis exactis in poenitentia, communionem 
mereaniur orationum. ‘Deinde quinquennio in bac communione duranies, tunc demum oblationis Sacra- 
mienta contingant, Diftutiatur autem vita eorum, quales tempore peniiudinis extiterint. Qc. 


(y) Conc. Y The Councel of Nice doth plainly intimate the fame 


Nicea.cn.11 thing, That fome wereadmittedto Prayers but not to the Sa- 
Duobus autem 


annisiidemfine C'ament. Thed:fferent fteps of the reception of thofe that had 
oblatione in ora- fallen may be likewife proved from ? the Councel of Aries. 
tione fola parti- +, 

cip-nt populo. z Conc. Arelat. 2. Can. rr. Siguivero dolore vitti (y: pondere perfecu- 
tionis negare Cy facrificare compulft (unt , duobus annis inter Catechumenos : triennio inter peeniten= 
ses habeantur a communione fufpenf. Of thefe Poenitentes we read alfo in Codice Canonum 
Ecclefie Africanz Can. 43. & Can 102. Andit ss certain they were admitted to the Word, 
andfome te Prayer , bur not tothe Sacrament, ti the Church was abundantly fatisfted with the 
fignes and proofs of their true repentance. 


J. Mich, Dilberru Lib. 2. Elcflorum Cap. 1. After the 

mention of thofe nmu szaupes Snudy doth obferve that as 

_ Antiquity did goe too far , fo the later times have fallen 

too fhort. And this ís a chief caue Wby Chriftian Religion doth 

hear very ill amoug many , becanfe Ecclefiaftical Difcipline bath 
'* Es caufa non Waxed cold * So much by the way. 


efl poftrema cur ) 
apud multos pe(fine audiat Chriftianifinus : qued difciplina Ecclefiaftica refrixerit. 
This of the feveral degrecg of Penitents, I fhall yet 
further 


Chap.17 Ordinanceof Church government vindicated. 559 


eee eee eee eee 
further infift upon, becaufe thisalone will prove that we have 
Antiquity for us. * Gregorins T: baumatur gus in his Canonical (4) Vide spud 
Epi(tle concerning thofe who in the time of the incurfion of l^cod Bal- 
the Barbarians, hadeaten things facrificed to Idols, and had (7^ E] 

o , À E. : E eg. Thaue 
committed other fcandalousfins ; doth plainly diftinguith thefe ma Can «r. 
fivethings thus. i me oxasvas, The Weeping ss Without the gute of Flens feu latas 
the Church, Wherethe finner muft ftand y. befeecbing the faithfull ot etra poriam 
that come iu to pray for bim. à axpizors, The bearing a Within the UNT: : ubi 
Gate in tbe Porch, where the [inner may come no nearer then the Ca- PORA A^ 
techumens , andthence go out again. ce 8 2 dimiafons, The fab- Les ingredicmes 
frration is that ftanding Within the Church dao", be go forth with the orare ut pro fe 
Cstechumens. ù osums, Thecoufiftency is that he fand fill toge- precentur, Au 


: 4 P i ditto eff intra 
ther with the faithful , and donot go forth with the Catechumens. at Ti : iil 


quevraior d Es my dyiasairuy, In the last place the participa- cu , ubi oportet 
tion of the holy Myfteries or Sacrament. — Hethat will read the cum qui peccavit 
Epiftles of Bafilius magnus to Amphilochius will find thefe five ftare , ufquead 
degrees more particularly diftinguifhed, applyed to feveral ca- peu 
fes, and bounded by diftin&t intervalls of time. It were too C, 75 77^ 
long to tranfcribe all : ^ I fhall onely give you fome moft inguit, fript- 
plain paffages to prove that there was in Bafils timea fufpenfion ras, c» dotri- 

from the Sacrament of the Lords Sapper alone, or thata man ?4756/catw, gy 


| ap, precatione indi- ^ 
was fufpended from the Sacrament , when he was not fufpen gnus cenfeatur. 


ded from hearing and praying among the faithful. Subjeio autem 

f ad fèu fubftra'io eft, 
ut intra Templi portam ftans cum Catechumenis egrediatur. Congregatio feu confiftentia off, ut cum 
fidelibus confiftar, ¢ cum Catechumenis non egrediatur : f offremo eft participatio Sacramentorum, 

(b) Videapud Theod. Balfam. Canonic. Epift. Bafilii ad Amphil. Can. 4- Oportet au- 
tem non eos. ( Trigamos ) omnino arcere ab Ecclefia , fed dignari auditione duobus vel tribus annis: 
Cy poflea permitti quidem confiflere , feu in ft delium effe Congregatione , a boni tamen communicne ab- 
flinere, (s fic poftquam penitentie fructam ullum offenderint , communionis loco reftituers. Ibid. 
Can. 61. &xiavzüy xoavSureru POVNS THS vowavlas TOY o MATMA Toy, anno a fola Sacramen- 
torum communione arcebitur. Abid. Can. 82. Qui autem fine neceffitate fuam fidem protiderunt. 
cum duobus annis defleverint , (or duobus annis audiverint , Cy in quinto in fubftratione fuerim , gp - 
jn duobus aliis aveu eveprtopas eis m xomoviap ms memoi eruca vy Svree fine oblatione 
dm orationis communionem fufcepri extiterint, ita tandem condigna {rilicet penitentia offen(z, in corpos 
ris Chrifti communionem recipientur. The like fée Can. 56. Can. 64. Can, 66. Can. 8o. 


For further confirmation of the fame thing , read Conc. 
Ancyr, Can. 4. Can. 8$. Can.6. Can. 7. Can. 8. Can. 9.Conc, | 
ANican, Can. 18, Can. 12, Can, 33. Car, 14. 1do not mean to - 

l approve 
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and appeared penitent : for inftance,thofe who did bachflideand 


Aarons Rod Bloffoming,or the Divine Book 3. 


approve the too great feverity of this ancient Difcipline , nor 
do I hold — tothe Will of Chrift , that fuch as give 
good fignes of true Repentance, and do humbly confeffe and re- 
ally forfake their fin, havingalío made publike declaration of 
their Repentanceto the Church for removing the publike fcan- 
dal, ought notwithítanding of all this, to bs fufpended from 
the Sacrament when they defire to receiv: it. For the Word 
doth not warrant the fufpending of fcandalous finners from the 
Sacrament, until fuch a ftt determinate time be expired, but 
oncly till they give fufficient evidence of Repentance. But fet- 
ting afide this and fuch like circumftances,, the thing it felf, the 
fufpending of a fcandalous perfon from the Sacrament, who is 
not nor ought not to be fulpe ided frons affzmbling , hearing, 
and praying with the Church, is the Will of Chrilt,as I nave 
proved, and was the commendable practice of the Anvient 
Church, whichis the point I now proveagaia't: Mr. Prynne, 

The Councel of Zacyra Can. 5. 16. doth alfo appoin: the 
time of fufpenfion from the Sacrament to be made fhorter 
or longer, accordingas the fignes of true Repentance -fhould 
fooner or later, more or lefe appear in the offender. So doth 
the Councel of Nice Cas. 12. And the,Counccl of Carthage 
held under Honorius and Theodofius the kcffer. Can. 46. 

If any man fhall o5j:& againft me and fay ; Pcradventure 
the Penitents before fpoken of , were onely fuch as did manifcft 
their repentance after excommunication, and thefe feveral de- 
grecs afore-mentioned, were but the degrees of their reception 
or admiffion into the Church, fo that all this fhall not prove 
the fufpeufion from the Sacrament of perfons not excommuni- 
cated. Ianfwer, he that will think fo, will be found in a great 
miftake: and my Argument from Antiquity will yet (tand good, 
for fufpending from the Sacrament perfons not excommunica- 
ted. Forfirít, neither do the Canons of the Councels of An- 
cyra, and Nice, nor of Gregorius T baumaturgus and Bafilius 
magnus, nor yet the Commentators Zonaras and Balfamen, 
apply thefe five degrees above mentioned to perfons who had 
been excommunicated, but they {peak generally of perfons who 
had committed fcandalous fins, and afterward were converted 


fall 
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fall in time of perfceution, as multi:udes did under Licinius 


and other perfecuters , when they converted and profeffed: 


repentance, they were received again intothe Church by cere 
tain (tepsand degrees, fome more, fomefewet , according to 
the quality of their offence; No man that hath fearched anti- 
quity will fay that-all who did fall in tine of perfe-ution were 
excommunicated for that offence, nor yet that they were all put 
to the eejexaauas, to the weeping at the Church door , but yet all 
of them, even thofe whofe offence was lesft (as the Libellatics 
who had taken Writs of protection from the Enemy or Períe- 


cuter) were put to the eje or confiftentia, which was a j 


fufpenfion or abltention from the Sacrament, even when the 
perfon was admitted to hear and pray with the Church. Where- 
fore the degrees afore-mentioned were degrees of receiving into 
the Communion of the Church {candalous perfons profcífing 
repentance. 

Secondly, The 61. Ganon of Bafil to Amphilochius {peake 
éththus. — He tbat hath fiolen, if repenting of his own accord he 
accufehimfelf, [ball be for a year refrained from the Communion of 
the haly Myfteries onely, But if ke be convitt , the [pace of two 
yeers foal be divided to him unto fubftration and confifl encys then let 
him be tbought Worthy of the Communion, Will any man ima- 
gine that a penitent theef-accufing himfelf , was excommunica- 
ted ? Itis morethen manifeft that here was a fufpenfion of an 
offender notexcommunicated. For affoon as the offence was 
known by the offenders aceufing of himfelf , he was fufpended 


from the Sacrament alene fora year , and then admitted to the - 


Sacrament. Yeahethat was convict of theft, was not by this 
Canon excommunicated, nor yet pat either to the cejonavas, or 

tothe 4,65, butonely to the third and fourth degrees. 
Thirdly, Bythe r3th. Canon of Bafil to Ampbilochius , he 
that had killed another though in a lawful war, was (tor the 
Breater reverence to the Sacrament ) fufpended for three yeers; 
and by the $5. Canon , healfo that killed'a Robber was {ufpen- 
ded from the Sacrament. I do not juftifie chefe Canons,but on- 
by Icitethem to prove , that by the Ancient Difcipline: Perfons 
not excommunicated were fafpended from the Sacrament : for 
rio man eanidmiagine that a Souldier (Redding bloodin a lawful 
| F fff war, 


561 


gén AatonsRed blofemingor be Diving, Bhdleae 


war, or a man killing a Robber onthe high way was therefor 
excommunicated. . 
Fourthly, The eighth general Councel called Synodus prima 
€ fecunda , held about the yeer 869. 1n the thirteenth- 
Canon, fpeaking of certain turbulent Schifmaticks (not being: 
of the Clergie as the Canon fpeaketh, but Laicksor Monks) ap- 
pointeth this cenfure , ZeeeéSocar mevmnes ms enrAncras, Let 
them be totally or altogether feparated from the Church. Which in-. 
timateth that there wasa leffer degree of being feparated or ful-. 
pended from communion with the Church. Zonaras upon that 
Canon deth fo under(tand it,and diftingui(heth a double Zeceeue 
(c) zo ego- €. For it ts alfo a feparation (faith he) to be excluded or reftrained 
puds xo frem the receiving of the Divine Myfteries onely. But there da 
paras tima “another feparation, which is tobe caft out of the Church , which 
ms ie d ske Canon calleth a total feparation, as being the heavier or greater- 
pea Sr A Cenfure. Whichisthe very fame diftin&tion with that which. 
Kw n vee was afterward expre(fed under the terms of major e> minor, the 
Ts éxyanciag greater and leffer excommunication. For which alfo I fhall give. 
sie w TATE" you another proof asclear and older too, taken from the 61. 
an oviuacar 5 Canon of thefixth general Councel, where it is decreed that. 
BepuTe” — shofe who refort to Magicians, Charmers, Fortune-tellers, and 
fach others who profeffe curious and unlawful arts, fhall fall. 
under the Canon of fix years feparation. But as for thofe who per=- 
fist in fuch things, andde net turn away nor flee from thee pernicie 
oms and Heathenifh ftudies, xayranacw asmoppiattcus vi s tuvrncidg GeiCousy> 
We appoint them to be altogether caSt ont of the Church, Mark the 
gradation in the Canen, and the gayro'zewe And hear Ba/famon. 
his explanation upon it. Note from this prefent Canon (faith he) 
that. he who finneth aud convertetb , obtaineth favour, xg) perelug 
werdleray and is punished in a leffer meafare ; But he who per[eve- 
reth in the evil, and is not willingly reduced to that Which 15 better, 
pepinos rondlu % greatly panifoed. Fer bere alfo be that commeth 
and confe [eth the fing. is to be punifbed With fix yeers fegregation & 
but he that perfeverethin the evil txxnpu.t@ Tis exxrnsias. yonoerars 
5e to be saft out or expelled from the Church : adde what he had faid 
before , xa ném core ror oped kuy evvauarcnnrerenss and foall not 
thenseforth sonverfe With the Orthodox. Which intimateth as 
plainly as any thing canbe, that there was an d'posopgòs a fegre- 
| gation, 
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pation or fequiftration ufed in the ancient Church, which was 
a leffer cenfure than cafting out of the Church and from the 
company of Church-members. Zonaras feeme:h tounderftand 


the Canon otherwife, ( for he faith nothing of the offenders . 


converting and conf. fling his fin before the fix years fegregationg 
but that for the cffence it felf (committed, not confeffed) a man 
was fegregated fix years, and afterward if ke did not repent but 
continue in the offence, that then he was to be cut off, and caft 
out of the Church : wherein as I take it, he did explain the mind 
of the Councel, better then Balfamon, However in that point 
which I now prove, they are moft harmonious, namely cone 
cerning a greater and leficr excommunication. wherefore alfo 
the Fashers of this Synod (faith Zonaras) did ordain thofe whe da 
fuchathing, 93 Easriay dgokedu, tobe fegregated for fix years, 
CHC. &mpévorras d reU roi, KA Tis ERRANDA errode, but if th:y cone 
tinue therein, tobe alfo cut of from the Church. 

Fifthly, To fuppofe that there were no Penitentes in the 
Ancient Church but tuch as were Excemmuntcatt, were agrea- 
ter.error then that it íhould need any Confutation, Yea there 
were fome feenitents who did of their own accord confe 
their cf-nces which could not have been other wife known but 
by fuch voluntary confeffion : aad thofe faith Z ;naras Annot. in 
Conc. Carth, Can. 46, were molt properly called Poenitents, I 
hope no man will imagine that fuch were excommunicated. But 
fo it was that all the Poenitents (even fuch as had neither been 
excommunicated nor yet forenfically convict by proof of fcan- 
dal, but did voluntarily confeffe and convert) were for fome fea- 
fon kept back from the Sacrament,as is manifeft by that inftance 
given out of Baflius magnus, of theft voluntarily confeffed, for 
which notwithftanding the offender was for a ycar fufpended 
from the Sacrament, ~ 

Sixthly, It is manifelt that there were feveral degrees of 
cenfure upon Bifhops and Presbyters, They were fometime fuf- 
pended from giving the Sacrament, and as it were fequeftred 
from the exercife of their Miniftery, which fufpenfion or feque- 
{tration is foretimes called 25,2 9. » to be feparate, fome- 
times ixowavir ema, to be fequeltred from communion, to wit 
in the exercife of the Miniftery , or ut aemugyeiv , not to mini- 

> iii Ffff 2 x fter 
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(ter : There wasa higher ceníure then thas, which -was depefiti- 
onor degradation, called oqat du nr nuir 9e eycofurepicy , the 
honour or degree of Presbytufhip to be taken away; Bafls 
phrafeis rs Babtcvxssw esu nu, they ate ccpefed from their de- 
gree. Thefe two cerfures , afofperfion cr {quiftraticn from 
the Miniftery , ard a total depcfition from the Miniftery are di- 
(tinguifhed by the cighteenth Canon of the Councel of Axeyra, 
and the fixteenth Canen of the Ccuncel of Nice,compared with 
the fifteenth Canon cf thofe called the Apoftles, ( which cer- 
tainly were not the Apoftles , yet are ancient) See alfo Zonaras 
in Cau, 11. Apost. Likewife both him and Balfamou in Cenc. 
Nic. Can.16. Again there was fomtbing beyond all this, which 
was excommunication or to be wholy caft cut of the Church,a 
cenfure fometime nor irflicted when the former were : For a 
Minifter might be fufpended, yea depofed from his Miniftery, 
yet permitted to communicate or receive the Sacrament among 
the people, as is plainly determined Can. 15. Apeft. and Caw. 
32. Bafilii ad Ampbil. It there were fuch degrees of cenfure ap- 
pointed fer Bifhops and Presbyters, how fhall we fuppofe that 
there was no leffe cenfure for Church- members then excommu- 
nication ? For ySaieos to a Minifter » and wepu to one of 
the people, were parakl. Whenceit is that you will often find 
in the ancient Canons, and namely of the fixth general Coun- 
cel, He that committeth fucha fault, if he becne of the laity, 
let him be fegregated, ifone of the Clergie, let bim be depo- 
fed. As therefore a further cenfure after 454/44; might fall. 
upon a minifter ; fo a further cenfure after that z5:,,,3, might 
be inflicted upon one of the people. 
I have now madeit to appear that the Pra&ice, Difcipline, 
and Canons of the ancient Church, are for us in this prefent 
controverfie about fufpenfion from the Sacrament. In the next 
place I will produce particular Teftimonies of Fathers, I thall 
take them as they fall to my hand without any curicus order. I 
begin with Ifiderss Pclufiota who flourithed about the year 435. 
or (as others fay) 440. Inthe firft Book of his Epiüles, Epift, 
143, to Thaleleus he diffwadeth from giving the Sacrament to. 
threefort of perfons. x? ToJews. 2. To Hereticks, of both 


Which he faith that they had once received the do&rine of truth, 


but 
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but did after return with the dog to the vomit. 3. To perfons 
of a prophane and fwini(h converfation, 4 Unto allor any of (d) Margaritas 
thefe he holds it unlawful to give the Sacrament, and that be- item ne anre pora 
a . e > eve T . . 2 eof p'ortciomus 
cauf: of a divine prohibition, M y Me ts to gage neg, Eo ahy, T 
cafè ye pearls before fwine, And he conc udet t US, jd ess TÈ prohibemur, hec 
reste HE Lumnplay perdons pitts ay aveyepT O TOS qgrTutegvimuo e UATU- eft ante eos qui in 
Aper For faith he the giving of the myfleries to fuch perfans, vitiofis affitti- 
is unto thofe who contemptuon [y give them , a breach out of which P voluan 


à tur, ac porcinum 
they are not awaked. vite geri fe. 


A v: ae m 4 E .. guunturine forte 
conculcent eds pedibus, nimirum in fceleratis fuis fludiis divino nomini contumeliam inferemes : gy 


converfi difrumprant ver. 


Dionyfius Areopagita (whom I do not take to be that Areo- 
pagite converted by Pauls A. 17. But certainly heis an An- 
cient Writer as is manifeft by the Scho/ia upon him, written by 
Maximus who flourifhed about the year 657. He is alío cited 
by the fixth general Councel, and by fome ancient writers ) de 
Ecclefiaftica Hierarchia cap. 3. part. 3. S61. 6.7. having fpoken 
of theexclufion of the Catechumens, Energumens, and Peni- 
tents from the Sacrament of the Lords Supper, though all thefe 
heard the word read and preached,he addeth that unclean,carnal, 
prophane perfons in whom Sathan reigneth by fin, are worfe, 
and ought much leffe to be admitted to the Sacrament, then thofe 
who were bodily poffeffed of the divel. Thefe therefore (unclean 
and profane perfons) as thefirst, and much rather then thofe ( E- 
nergumens) ler thew be fufpended or fequeftrate by the judicial ‘or 
di[criminating voice of the Minifter : for it uw not permitted unto 
them to partake of any other holy thingy but the Miniflery of the 
Word , by which they may be converted. For if this heavenly cele- 
bration of the divine Adyfteries, vefufe or repel, even penitents i 
themfelves (although they were fometime partakers thereof ) qiy un 
manTas ipere € mesmen, not admitting him who 25 nat alto- 
gether most holy, Gc. (for that most pure voice doth alfo refrain 
thofe Who cannot be joyned aud knit together with fach as do Worthi- 
ly communicate in thofe divine myfteries.). fuvely the multitude of 
tbofe in whom vile lusts and paffions do reigne , is much more pro- 
plane , and bath much lefe to 4 t the fight and communion of 


mfz thefe 
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thoje holy things. The old Scholialt Maximus upon that place 
fach thus, Note that be rechonetb together with the Energumens 
thofe that continue Without repentance inthe allurements of bodily 
pleafures, as fornicators, lovers and freq uenters of unlawful plaies, 
fuch as the divine Apoftle having mentioned, doth fubjoyn with fach 
aone nonostoeat, Where Mr. Prynn may alfo note by the way 
how anciently 1 Cor. 5.11. wasapplied, fo as might furnifh 
an argument againít the admiffion of {candalous perfons to the 
Sacra nent. Let us alfo hear the Paraphraft Pachimeres upon the 
place. For if the celebration of the divine rayfleries refufe even 
thofe who are in the very courfe of repentance , not admitti 1g fuch, 
becaufe they are not throughly or Wboly purified and fantlified, as tt 
Were proclaiming it felf invifi ble and incomnanicable unto all who 
are not Worthy to communicate , mrad ye kay. dmepy cornu Tw- 
ms ôi tr aegra samo, much more tbey Who are yet impenitent are to 
be reftrained from it. i 
IF you pleafe to fearch further, take but one paffage of 
1a, © CÓprian, which fpeaks plainly to me for fufpenfion from the 
(C2 wise Sacrament, for he (harply reproves the receiving to the Sacra- 
E c Peng. ment fuch perfons as were not excommunicate (for if they had, 
bus peccatis a- molt certainly he had mentioned that as the moft aggravating 
gant peccatores. circum(tance) but having committed {maller off.nces, had not 
penitentia J4- made out the courfe of publike manifcfting their repentance ac- 


Poe m difti. cording to the difcipline of the Church. 


pline ordinem al E — fe —-—- 
exomologefin veniant, Cy per manis impofitionem E pifcopi gy Cleri jus communicationis accipiam 5 
Nunc crude tempore , perfecutione adbuc perfeverante , nondum reftitura Ecclefie ipfius pace, ad 
communicationem admittuntur, Qo offertur nomen orum , y nondum paraitentia afta, nondum exomo- 
logeft fatfa, nondum manu eis ab Epifcopo {y Clero impofita, E uchariftia illis datur cum {criprum fit, 
Qui ederit Panem aut biberit Calicem Domini indigne, reus erit Corporis > fanguinis Domini, 


If we fhall requiremore, wehave a moft plain Tefti- 
mony of Fujtine Martyr, telling us that at that time they ad- 
mitted none to the Lords Supper except thofe oncly who had 
thefe three qualifications. 1. They muft receive and beleeve 
the Doétrine preached and proféffed in the Church. 2. They 
mult be wafhed or baptized unto the remiffion of fins and 
regeneration. 3, They muft befuchas live according to the 
rule of Chrift, P+ ik 

i l f His 
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f His wordsare thefe. This food i With us called tbe Eucharift, (i) )uft. Mir- 
Which 1s lawful for none other to partahe of , but to bim that belce- tyr Apol. 2. 
veth thofe things to be true which are taught by ws , and is wafbed KH Tpogn LUTA 
in the laver for remiffion of fius and for Regeneration, and liveth fo y sagof 
as Chrift hath delivered or commanded, ae 
ig » 79 zISG UO! TI dAnSw elves T ST uira, Uo MAE s yal Met uva) TÜ vip agt 
Oros dMApTIQV HA tIS ctYayen/ ne ASTO , KÀ Tas Birni Ós à gisor zup$doyay- , 


8 Walafridus Strabo (a diligent fearcher of the Ancients 
which were before him , and of the old Ecclefiaftical Rites ) pde cap.17. 
who died about the year 849. mentioneth this fafpenfion from Unde eriam cri- 
the Sacrament, asan Ecclefiaftical cenfure received from the minum feditate 
Ancient Fathers : and he gives three reafons for it, to prove that eg J 
it is for the finners own good to be thus füfpended. 1. That 7*7» © rifti 
he may not involve himfelf in greater guiltineffe. 2. That he ipfi? Sacramen- 
may not be chaftened of the Lord with ficknefle and fuch other ts Ecclefiaftico 
affii&ions.as the profanation of that Sacrament brought upon /u/penduntur Ju- 
the Corinthians, 3. That being terrified and humbled, he may ad "5 P 
think the more earneftly of repenting and recovering himfclf. b fi "lis Patri- 


bus cb bec vel 
maxime conftitutum, ut mortaliter peccantes a Sacramentis Dominicis arceantur, ne indigne ea percipi - 
entes, vel majore reatu involuantur, wt Judas, yc. Velne (quod Apoftolus de Corinthiis dicit Y 
infirmitatem corporis gy imbecillitatem, ipfamque mortem prefumptores incurrant. Etut a comma- 
nione fufpenfi, terrore ejus excluftonis , {y quodam condemnationis Anatbemate compellantur, ftudio- 
ftus penitentie medicamentum appetere, Cy avidius recuperande falutis defideriis inbiare. - 


It was truly faid that this difcipline was received from the 
Ancient Fathers, whichasit i from what hath been al- 
ready faid , {o the Teftimony of Chryfoftome mult not be forgot- 
ten, Hein his tenth Homily upon Matthew expounding thofe: 
words Matth. 3.6. And Were baptized of bim in Jordan, confef- 

fing their fins s noteth that the time of confeffion belongeth to 
two forts of perfons : to the prophane not yet initiated ; and te - 
the baptized: to phe one that upon their repentance they might 
get leave to partake in the holy Myfteries : to the other that being 
wafhed: in Baptifm from their filthinc(fethey might come with 
a clean Confcienceto the Lords Table. His meaning is, That - 
neither the unbaptized nor. fcandalous livers though they were 
baptized, , 


* 


` 39V ee 
vera eko 


(e) De rebus 


deviantes , abo > 
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baptized , might be admitted to the Lords Table, whereupon 
he concludeth : Let s therefore abftain from this leud ana diffolute 

A wet. g- (5) The Leen Tracflitionrendring the fence rather then 
aie d 1o- the words, fpeaketh more plainly. But there isa moft full and 
tis aprifinate, plain paflage of Chry/oftome in his 83. Homily upon Matthew, 
Ó ills pro- neer the end thereof, where he faith of the Lords Supper, Let no 
phan [ine a creel one, nounnzercifal one, none any Way impure, come anto it. ] 
Á : / f [peak thefe things both to you that do receive, and alfo to you that do 
criminum vulne- ad minifler. Evento you this ts necef[ary to be told, that With great 
ra penitentia in- care and beedfulnes you diffributethefe gifts. There dothno [mak 
ter veniente ch- pynifhment abide you , if yeu permit any Whofe wickedneffe yor 
t -~i adfa- | now, to partake of this Table: for bis blood [ball be required at your 
dire Lon bands. — If therefore any Captain, if the Conful, if he himfelf that 
bis verout ablu- wears the Crown come unwortbily, reftrain bim Xbich to do thou haft 
tis in Baptifino more authority thes be hath, And after. But if yos fay bow fall 1 
maculis, ad De- know this man and that man ? J] donot Speak of thofe that are un- 
"ey d p known but of thofe that ave known, I tel you a horrible thing it ts not 
iiw: nace. [oil to bave among you thofe that are bodily poffeffzd of the Divel, 
dint. as tbefe finners which F fpeah of, eic. å Let us therefore put bach, 
Ci) Mn miro not onely [uch as are poff:ffed,out ALL WITHOUT DISTIN- 
nursi- CTION WHOM WE SEE TO COME 'UNWORTHI- 
POU ro» IY, ee. But if thou thy felf dareft not put bim back, bring tbe 
Gomes bona matter to me, 1 Wilt permit no fach thing tobe done. 1 will fooner 
(Jouer d vallat give up my life, than I will give the bedy of the Lord untrorthily; 
wendy rus» — and fooner (uffer my blood to be poured out , than give the Lords 
blood unWorthily, and contrary to my duty (epg T eesriwv ) to 

fuch as are horribly [cdndalous, He concludeta that this difci- 

pline is medicinal and profitable in theChurch , and that the 

keeping back of the fcandalous, isthe way to make many wor- 

thy Communicants. 

Can any man imagine that all fuch unworthy perfons were 

excommunicate and wholy caft out of the Church ? Do not all 

Chryfoftomes Arguments militate againft the admiffion of any 

. fcandalous and unworthy perfon known to be fuch ? faith He 

not, thatall fimply or without diftin&ion whom they percei- 

ved to come unworthily were to be put back ? Ifonely excom- 

municate perfons were kept back from the Sacrament, what 

needed all this exhortation to thofe that did adminifter the’ Sa- 
cS EI crament | 
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crament to be focareful, cautious, and heedtul , whom they 
would admit? Andif none were to be excluded trom the Sa- 
crament but thofe that were branded with the publike infamy 
ofexcommunication, what needed this objection to be moved, 

how (hall I know fuch ? i 
| Moreover, Both Gyprian and. K Ambrofedo mok plainly 
and undeniably hold forth different degrees of Church cenfures, 
and ! Cyprian is moft full and clear concerning a fufpenfion (k) Ambrol. 
from the Sacrament of perfons not excommunicated nor calt Ng 2, de offic. 
out of the Church. For anfwering a cafe of Confcience put cap. 27. cuiti- 
to him concerning certain young women whofe converfation tulus : De be- 
and behaviour with men had been fcandalous and vile, he r.- ante. c 
folveth that fo many of thein as did profifle repentance, and £7" “un 
forfake fuch {candalous couverfing and companying together, if fr exerendz; 
they were Rill- Virgins, were to be again received to communi- faith thus _ 
cate with the Church ( namely in the Sacrament from which Sic Epi/copi af- 
they had been kept back) with premonition given to them,that pep. | 
if they fhould after relapíc into the like offence, they fhould be don Podra 
caft out of the Church graviore cenfura witha heavier cenfüre s auferre ulcera, 
but that if they werefound to have loft their Virginity , they 4D'URERE 
fhould make out the whole courte of puslike Declaration of 4L/47A 


repentance , and fo not be fo foon admitted to, but longer fuf- ENDE. 
{pended from the Sacrament, poftremo quod 
r fanari nen poteft, 


cum dolore abftindere. (1) Cypr. lib. x. Epift. 1a. or according to Pamelius his Edition Ee 
pift. 62. Quod fi paenitentiam bujus illiciti concubitus fui egerint , y a fe invicem recefferint , in- 
fpiciantur interim Virgines ab obftetricibus diligenter , x fi Virgines invente fuerint , accepta com- 
municatione ad Ecclefiam admittantur , bac tamen interminatione ut fi ad eofdem mafculos poftmodum 
reverf fuerim , aut ft cam eifdem in una domo cy fub eodemte£Lo fimul babitaverint , GRAVIORE 
CENSURA ejiciantur , nec in Ectlefram poftmodum facile recipiantur, Si autem de eis aliqua cor- 
rupta faerit Jeprebenfa, AGAT POENITENTIAM PLEN AM. 


Adde hereunto a paffagein ™ Aaguftine plainly intimating Cm) Aug. lib. 
that at that time, befide reprehenfi»n, degradation, and excom- UM 
munication , there were other cenfures daily ufed in the Church | - - Bia 
according to the Apoftles commandement, x Thef. 3414. 15. Ira fane us ‘se 

a men lationis vi- 
gilantia quieftat, corripiendo, degradanan, extemmunicando, cæ'erifque toe citionitus licitis atque con- 
ceffis, que falva unitaris pace in Ecclefia quotidie fiunt, fecundum preceptum Apoftolicum charitate fer- 
vata, qui dixit, Si quis auten. “on olaudit verbo noftro. Ut. E 


Gggg He 
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He is {peaking of the mixture of good and bad in the Church 
and that wicked men may bein fome fort fuffered inthe Church, 
provid.d (faithhe ) that the dilcipline of Excommunication 
and the other ufual cénfures in the Church benot neglected ue 
duly executed whereit is pffi le. But what were thofe other 
cenfures , if not the {u{penfion of fcandalous and prophane per- 
fons (not excommunicated ) from the Sacrainents : | 2pp.al 
for further proof hereof to ore paffage more of Av guine de fide 
Cn.) Meretrices C operibus cap.18. f whores, Stage-players , and ethers whee 
Cr hiftriones y foever shy be that are Profeffors of publike filthineffe, except fuch 
quil ber alii — bands ( of Wickedneffe ) be loofed and broken , are wot permit- 
MUS feres ted to come tinto the Sacraments of Chrift : which forfoorh accore 
nif faluri aut Ang to their judgment (that is fuch as would have profane per- 
dirupts talitus fons baptized as well as others ) foowld be all admitted , anleffe 
vinculis, ad, the holy Church fhould retain the ancient and vi gorans cuftons,whs.b 
Chrifli Satra- commech from the most clear truth, by Which fhe hath it for certain, 
mena npe that they Wbodo fuch things, hall not inherit the Kingdom of God, 


enittun-ur acte- 

dare : qui utique i ; 

fecundum iflorum fententiam omnes admitierentur, nifi antiquum QS robuftum morem fanfa Ectlefia ree 
tineret, ex illa fcilicet liquidiffima veritate venientem , qua certum babet , quoniam qui talia agunt, 


Regnum Dei non pr (fidebunt. 


Whence it will certainly follow , that all who were 
excluded from the Lords Tasle were not excommunicated 
perfons : For firt, The Church did keep back fuch fcanda- 
Jous perfons upon this ground , becaufe thofe who are 
known to live without repentance in any of thofe fins, of 
which the Apoftle faith that they who do fuch things fhall 
not inherit the Kingdom of God, are not fit to be admittrd 
unto the Sacrament (for this were to give the Seals of falvati- 
on to thofe whom the Word pronounceth to be in a (tate of 
damnation. ) Secondly, Axguffine is there confuting the 
opinion of {fome ( whom hecalls Fratres qui aliter fapiunt, 
Brethren who otherwife undcrítood themfelves well ) whofe 
Principles did admit to the Sacraments all uncleane and 
fcandalous perfons : which cannot be meant of excommu- 
nicated perfons ;. For there was never any fuch opinion 
maintained in the Church, that all excommunicated —— 

- | E ought 
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ought or may be received to the Sacrament. —Laftly , Left 
his meaning fhould be reftricted to the Sacrament of Bap. 
tifme onely , ( of which principally and purpofcly he treat- 
eth in that Book ) hefpeaketh in the plural of the Sacraments 
of Chrift. 


Obferve alfo thefe paffages of Gregory called the great , 
Epist. Lib. 2. Cap. 65. Sicut exigente culpa, quis a Sam 
erameuto communionis digne fufpenditur , ita infontibus nullo moa 
do talis, debet irrogari vinditla. Ibid. Cap. 66. Et fi in ve- 
Stra cognitione cujufquam eum facinore[i criminis resus effe pa- 
tuerit , tunc ex noftra autloritate non felum Dominici Corporis 
C Sanguinis communione privatus fit, verunutiam in Menafle- 
vium ubi penitentiam agere debeat , retrudatur, And fo much 
for Antiquity in this Queftion, ! 
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CHAP: XVIIL | 


ADifcovery. of the.inftability and loofe- 
neffeof Mir. Prynn bis Principles, 
even to the contradithisg of bimfelf i1 


twelve particul ars. 


Shall not need to infift upon his tenth point of difference 
Vindic.pag.49.nor upon hisfour following Quarees and Con- 
clufion , 1n all which there is no new material point, but a re- 
peiition of divers particulars fpoken to and debated elfe. where. . 
As touching that hint of a new Argument pag. 56. Confider the 
Parable of the mariage of tbe Kings fon, where the King fent forth 
bis fervants to invite gucfts-to the- wedding Supper, Who gathered to- 
gether ALL they found,both BAD and good,that the wedding might 
be furnifbed with guests. Martth.22. 1, to 31. T anfwer, 1. Some 
underftand here by the bad verf. 10. thofe who had formerly (bee: 
fore they were called and breught home by the Gofpel) been the 
worít and.moft vicious among the Heathens, fo that the words 
both bad and good make not a diftinction of two forts of Chrifti- 
ans or Church-members, but of two forts of Heathens not yet 
called, fome of them were good, fome of them bad comparie - 
tively, that is, fome of them much better then others , fome - 
of them much worfe. So Grotins , and long before him | 
Fiereme and Theophylact. upon the place. 2, Others (as Ba- 
CETHS i 
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Buceris , Teffanus, Cartwright, > Gomarus) underftand by (o_)In Matth. 
the bad, clofe Hypocrites who appear good fo far as the Mini- 22- Negue erim 
ters and Officers of the Church are able to judge of them. Thefe "Pert" a Pl 
by a Synecdoche of the Ges for the Species may be undetftood ur ui fandi 
by thebad. Andío the Text will not comprehend. fcandalous Evangelii pra- 
and known prophane perfons.. That Synecdoche generis , is of- cones congrega- 
ten ufed in Scripture, is proved by Sal Glaffius P bilelog. facra p Ecclefie 
lib. 5. Tratt. 1. Capa 14. e- 


Sacramenta ag- 


p v gregare potuerunt 
aut congregarunt , qued tales a communione Ecclefie taxquam peftes illius fint avcendi , fed congrega- 
runt opertes aC icélos, quos quia fub ovira pelle furt lupi Cy fub exto na fidei Cy vite t briftiane fpecie, 
internam fraudem ac impietatem tegunt. ( a'que ita vere bonis exterius pares, imo interdum fuperiores 
apparent ) idcirco ab Apoflolis aliifque Evangelii preconibus dignofti non potuerunt, Src. 


I throw back an Argument from the fame Parable z- 
gainlt himfelf, for the King (heweth his fervants that he will 
have unworthy perfons kept back from the marriage feaft, verf. 
8. Then faith he to bis fervants , theWedding is ready, but they 
which were bidden were not worthy. Luk. 14.24. For 1 fay unto 
unto you , that none of thofe men which were bidden fhal! taft of my 
Supper. Fhe King makesit alfo known that he alloweth none 
to come in to this Mariage Feaft, except fuch onely as have the 
Wedding garment (oras the Syriak Wedding garments ) upon 
them. All which is inconfiftent with Mr. Prynns principles 
concerning the admiffion of known fcandalous unworthy per- 
fons to theSacrament , asto a converting Ordinance. 

4. And if all muft be brought in or let into the Lords Sup- 
per, both bad and good promifcuoufly and without diítinction, 
then it íhould follow that the Ordinances of Parliament con- 
cerning the fufpenfion of all forts of Scandalous perfons from the 
Sacrament are contrary tothe Will of Chrift : And that Mr. 
Prynn himfclt io yeclding pag. 50. and elfe- where, that fcanda- 
lous impenitent obftinate perfons ought to be not onely fufpen- 
ded but excotnmunicated, doth yeeld what his Argument con- 
cludes to be unlawful. And fo I come to that which I have here 
propoied , viz. the inftability and loofenefle of Mr; Prynns 
principies in this controverfie. ; 

By comparing divers paffages together,I find that he doth proe - 
fille and pretend to yeeld the Queftion , which yet he doth not ~ q 
yecld really and indeed. | Fit, 


y 
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Firft, Itis to be obferved that he defert- th Eraff 4 and that 
party in the point of Excommunication. For in the vindica- 
tion of his four Queftions pag. 2. he readily yeeldeth thag groffe 
notortous [candalons obftinate finners , who prelumotuenfty per[e= 
vere in their iuiquities , after private and publike admonitions, 
without remorfe of Confcience or AMENDMENT , may be ju- 


fiiy excommunicated from the Charch, the fociety of the faithful, 


and all publike Ordinances, after due proof and Legal convittion of 
their fcandalsus lives : and that Y. Cor. $. 13. Warrants thus 
muche The Antidote animadverted by P. in the firlt page yeeldeth 


. that excommunication is an Ordinance of God. Aad indced 


I Cor. 5. 13. doth not onely warrant excommunication as law- 
ful, but iojoyn and command it as neccffiry ; for the Apoftles 
words are preceptive and peremptory : Ther fore put aay from 
among your (elves that Wicked perfon, Tne thing was not indiffz- 
rent,but neceffary and fuch as could not without fin be omitted. 
However Mr. Prynn his afferting from that place that it may be, 
is a deferting of the Eraftian party. 

2. Inthe5o. page of his vindication he profffeth that his 
Antagonilts do contend for that which he granteth them with 
advantage. They would have fcandalous finners fufpended from 
the Sacrament. He willhavethem not onely tufpended from 
the Sacrament, but excommunicated from all other publike 
Ordinances. 

3. Heconfeffeth ibid. that in fome cafes a perfon not ex- 
communicated may be (uípend- d from the Sacrament. 

But whatever his Conceffions may feemto be, they are re. 
aliy as good as nothing. For 1, He wi.l have none to be fufpen- 
ded froin the Sacrament except fuch as are ripe for excommuni- 
cation, and againít whom the feritence of excommunication is 
ready to be pronounced as perfons incorrigible. 2. Headmit- 
teth no fufpenfion from the Sacrament till after feveral folemn 


^ previous publike admonitions,reprehenfions, rebukes contemn- 


ed or neglected. See boththefe pag. 50. Whence you fee that 
with Mr. Pryxns confent all the votes of Parliament concerning 
feveral cauies of fufpenfion from the Lords Taole, fhall be of no 
ufe to Presbyteries, until after along proceffe of time, and after 


many previous publike admonitions, So that ifone in the Con- 


. gregation 
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gregation commit a notorious inceft or murther a day or two, 
or a week before the celebration of the Sacrament,and thething 
be undeniably certified and proved before the Elderfhip , yet the 
Elderfhip cannot füfpend fuch an abominable fcandalous finner 
from the Sacrament, bac vice : but muft fir(t go through all thofe 
preparatory fteps which are neceflary and requifite before ex- 
communication. — 

Well: but after all thofe publike previous admonitions, fhall 
the fentence of excommunication follow’? Nay, here elfohe 
will have Presbyteries to go through a very narrow lane : for in 
the fame place he thus defcribeth the perfons whem he would 
_haveto beexccmmunicatid; They are fcandalous, obStinate , pe- 
remptory, incorrig ble, notcrious (inners , Who d:fperately and pro- 
feffealy p-rfeverein their greffe [candatens fins, ec. Bott befeech 
you, what if they perfevere in their grofle fcandalous fins nei- 
ther defperately nor profeffedly ? Muft they nct then be excom- 
municate ? Shall not the offender be caft out of the Church after 
clear proof of the offence , ard feveral previous publike admc« 
nitions contemned or neelce&.d ? Muft we wait till the adulte- 
rer profcfle that he will petfevere in his adultery ; and tili che 
blafphemer profeffe that he will perfevere in his blafphemy?N iy 
further , What if the offender do neither prof. fdly nor atc 
~ ally perfcvere in his groffe fcandalous fin ? Put cate he that hath 
blafphemed once do not blafpheme the fccorid times and that he 
who groffcly and fcandaloufly prophaned tbe Lords day , did it 
but once , and hath rot done it again (ince he was rcproved., 
Mult this hinder the fentence ef excommunication, when that 
one groffe fcandalis not confcfled , nor any figneof repentance 
appearing in the offender ? 

Moreover whereas Mr. Prynn in his fourth «eve, and in - 
feveral places of his Vindication feemcth to allow none to beade 
tnitted to the Lords Table except fuch as proffe fincere repen- 
tance for fins paft, ard promie newneffé of life for time to 
come. If wecxpound his meaning by his own expreffions in 
other places, that which he granteth bordereth upon nothing s - 
for pag. 13. {peaking of fcandalcus finners their admiffien to 
the Sacrament, if they profcfle fincere repentance for their fins 
paft, and reformation of thiir lives for timeto come, he addeth, . 
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as all do at leaft in their general confcfftons before the Sacrament , if 
not in their private meditations, prayers, crc. and alittieafter he 
faith, that al who come to receive, do alWaies make a gener.l and 
joynt confeffion of their fins before God and the Congregation Gc. 
And then he addeth pag. 14. Yea I dare prefume , there ts norce 
ceiver fo desperate , that dares profe[fe when he comes to receive, Le 
ts not heartily forry for bis fins past, but refolves to perfevere impe- 
nitently in them for the future, though afterward he relapfe into 
them , as the left Saints do to their old infirmities oc. 1 know 
the bet Saints have their finful infirmities, but whether the 
BEST do relapfe to their OLD infirmities may bea Queftion. 
Ard however he doth opena wide door for receiving to tne Sze 
cramentall fcandalous finners net excommunicated , if they do 
but tacitely joyn inthe general Confcffion of fins made by the 
whole Church, or do not contradi& thof: gen. ral Coafeflions, 
and profeffe impenitency and perfevering in wickednefle,though 
in the mean time there be manifcft real f; mptomes of impenr 
tency, and no confcffion made of that particular fin which 
hath given publike {candal. Wherefore I fay plainly with the 
Profeffors of Leyden, Synopf. Pur. Theol. Dish, 48. Thef. 35. 
The adminiftration of this cenfure of fufpenfion froin the Lords 
Table hath place in thefe two different cafes , eithr when one 
that is called a Brother hath gives fome bainous {candal of life or 
D oftrine, Who after admonition doth indeed by Word of mouth pro- 
fefe repentance , but yer doth not fhcw the fruits meet for 
repentance,that fo the fcandal might be taken away fom the Church 
or when he doth not fo much as ix Words promife or profeffe repen- 
tance, Cc. Martin Bucer hatha notable fpeech to this purpofe de 
iu Chrifli, lib. 1.Cap.9. To bolàit eneugh that one do profe fe by 

ord onely repentance of fins, and fay that he is forry for his fins,and 
that be will amend bis life, the nece[f t^e (ignes and works of Repen= 
tance uot being joyned With fuch profefficn , It is the part of Antie . 
chrifl s priefts, wot of Chrifts. - 

In the next place it is tobe taken notice of, how palpably 
aud groffely Mr. Pryns contradicteth hiintcl? in div.rs particu- 
lars : Which being obferved, may peradventure make himfclf 
more attentive in writing, and others mere attentive in read. - 
ing fuch fuditane lucubrations. The particulars are thefe which 


follow. E ' Vindic» 
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M 
I. 


Vindicat. pag. 17. he faith, 
the Confeffion of fin which 
was made at the Trefpaffe offe- 
rings , was not to the Prieft , 
Claffis, or Ceugregation, but to 
God alone, - 


I. 


In the very fame page he 
faith, Nove were kept off from 
making their atonement by a 
trefpaffe offering, if they did first 
confe(fe their fins to God, tbongh 
perchance bis confeffion Was not 
cordiall, or [nch as the Prieffs 
approved, but external onely in 
foew. Y befeech you how could 
it beat all judged of, whether it 
was external and onely in 
fhew, if it was made to God 
alone? Nay, ifit was made 
to Godalone, how could it be 
known whether he had confef- 
fed any fin at all-; and fo whe- 
ther he was to be admitted to 


` the trefpaffe offering or not ? 


2. 


Vindic. pag. 50. He freely 
granteth That: ALL franda- 
lous, obftinate, peremptory, in- 
corrigible, notorions finners, whe 
defperately and profe[fedly perfèt- 
vere in their groffe {candalous 
fins, tothe difgonour of Chrifti- 
as Religion, the fcandal of the 


2. 


Vindic, pag. $7. Certainly 
the fpeediefl, BEST and ON- 
LY WaT to fuppreffe ALE 
kind of fins , [chifmes, toreform 
and purge our Churches from 
ALL SCANDALOUS OF- 
FENGES, will be for Mini- 
fiers NOT to draw out the 


Congregation, tbe ill example and [word of Excommuuication and 
iufettion of others , after feveral fufpenfion against thems , Which 
felemn previous publike: admoni- Will do little good, but the fivord 


sions, reprebenfions , rebukes , 


of the Spirit , the powerful 


contemned or negletled, and full preaching of Gods Word, and the 
convittion of their fcandal and. [Word of the Civil Magiftrate. 
l Hhhh 


impenitency, may and OUGHT 
TO BE EX€OMMUNI- 
CATED, fafpendd, &c. 


ge 

Vindic, pag.50.W re the f: 0& 
#3 notorious, the p; vofs »xegnant, 
the fentence. of exc. mmunication 
ready to be pronounced against 
them as perforS imp me-ntly 
feand.d ut and inaritgibl y per- 
chance the Preshycerie or ‘Ch.ffis 
may order s fufp. x fon: from the 
Sacram-nt , or any other Ordi- 
nances, b:fore the fentence of ix- 
communication [olemuly denoun- 


ced if they foe juft canjes i 


4. 

Vindic. pag. 17. He faith that 
a particular examination of the 
Confci:nce, and Repentance for 
fin, 4 nowherercquitedin Scri- 
pture of [uch whe did ea the. 
Paffeover,  And.herein be di- 
ftinguifheth the Trefpatfe-off-- 
rings, and the Paffeover, that 
in bringing a treípaífe offering 
men Catne to (ue for pardon, and 
make atonemext, and that there- 
fore copfcffion.of fin was ne- 
Cary. Baris. che Paftever 
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If this be the beft and only way 
to fupprefie fin y aüd to reform 
and purge the Churches, How 
isitthat fome fcaudalous fin- 
ners may and ought te be cxe 
communicated? ' 


at 


3. 


Yet all along he difputes a- 
g:intt cre fu pending from the 
Sacrament ot a perfon unex- 
communicated , and not fuf- 
pended froin all other puclike 
Ord nances and fociery of 
Gods p ople. And psg. 5e. 
arguing for the right of all v fi 
ble members of the vifiole 
x hurch to the Sacrament, Le 
fa.th that nothing but an altual 
excommunication can (ujpend 
them from rhis their righte 


4. 


Ibid. pag. 24. He faith that 
th: Paffeover was the [fame in 
[nbfl nce with the Eucharif an- 
der the Gop 1, wherein: Chrift 
Was fpiritually reprefented and 
received, as well asin the Lords 
Sapper. But how can this be, 
if repent:nce for fin was not 
neceffiry in the Paffcover , and 
if ix was onely a ‘commemo- 
ration ef a by pft temporal 
mercy in fparing the fft bora 
of the Tirad is? — ` 
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there Was ve atonement Œc, but 
ONELY a cowmemoration of 
Gods infinite mercy in paffing o- 
ver the Liraclites firft born when 
he fl. W the Egyptians. 


5. 


Vindic, pag, 18. He faith 
that immediatly before the in- 
ftitution of the Sacrament, 
Chrift told his Difciples that 
one of them fhouls betray him, 
and that fudas was the laft 
man that faid 15 it 1 ? immedi- 
ately before the Inflitution, And 
pag. 27.he faith, That the other 
difciples did eat the Sacrament 


with Judas , after Chrif had 


particularly. informed them and 
Fadas bimfelf, that be foould bes 
tray bim. E 


FÉ 


Yet gap. 25. He reckoneth 
that very thing to bave been af- 
ter the Inftitution of the Sa- 
crameft 1 for to that O5je&i- 
on that Fadas went out before 
Supper ended, immediately af- 
ter he received the fop, where- 
as Chrift did not inftitute the 
Sacrament fill after Supper : 
he makes this anfwer, that the 
dipping of the fop (at which 
time Judas faid wit I ? ) was 
at the common Supper, which’ 
(faith he) fucceded the Inftitu- 
tion of the Sacrament, fo that 
the Sacrament was inftituted 
after the Pa‘chal, not after the 


common Supper. 


And pag. 19. He argues that 
judas did receive the Sacra- 
meut upon this ground, ear all 
this di[courfe and the giving of 
the fopto Judas was after Sup- 
per ended; but Chrif inflisuted 
and diffribured the Sacrament 
( at leaft the bread ) as he fate at 
meat, as they Were eating , bee 
fore Supper quite ended. 


d Hhhh2 
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Vindic. pag. 42. Speaking 


of ungodly {candalous finnerss 


he plainly intimateth that the 
receiving of the Sacrament of 
the Lords Supper 18 more likely 

to regenerate and change their 

hearts and lives then the Word 

preached. And in that fame 
page , he holdeth that this Sa. 
crament is certainly the most 
powerful and eff: tual Ordinance 
of all others to humble, regent. 
rate, convert. The like fee pag. 

44, 45. and pag. 52. Yea no 

doubt many debofbt Perfons have 
been really reclaimed, converted, 
even by their acce[fe and admiffi- 

en te the Sacrament. . 


Book 3. 


6.. 


Pag. ; 7. Heafcribeth the 


powcr of godlineffe in many 


Enghfh Congregations to 
powerfcl preaching, and faith, 
that this {word of the Spirit, 
the powerful preaching of 
Gods Word, and the. fword- 
of the Civil Magiltrate,axe one- 
ly able to effet this Work, to 
{uppreffe all kind: of finnes, 
{chifmes, to reform and purge. 
the Churches. If this be the 
fpeedicft , bef , and onely way 
to fuppreffe all kind of finnes, 
{chifmes , to reform and purge 
onr Churches from all fcanda- 
lows offences, as he there faith, 
and if the Word and the Ma- 
giftrate are onely able to effet . 
this work ; How is it that the 
Lords Supper doth change 
mens hearts and lives , and that 
more effetually then any other 
Ordinance ? - 

Again pag. 37. he faith, he 
hath in other Treatifes of his . 
proved Gods prefence and Spirit - 
tobe as much , as really prefent 
in other Ordinances, at in this of 
the Lords Supper. How then 
makes he this Sacrament to be 
the moft powerful and effc&u- - 
zt Ordinance of all others , to . 
humble, regenerate, convert? ^ 


\ EREN 
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7. 


Pag. 40. He makes the 
Sacrament to be a feal: tothe 
fences of unworthy. perfors, 
but not to their /oses ; In this 
latter fence he faith it is a feal 
onely to worthy penitent belee- 
ving receivers, . 


7* 


Yet Pag. 44, 45. the ftrength 
of his tenth Argument lies in 
this, that the Sacrament feals 
eth unto the Communicants 
fouls, yea to the flinticlt heart, 
and obdurateft fpirit, the pro. 
mifes, anunion with Chrift, 
affurance of everlafting life, and 
therefore in regard of the feal- 


.-- ing of all thefe particulars un- 


8; 


Vindic. Pag. 28. He admits. 
teth chat a Minilter ought in 
duty and Confcience to-give 
warning to unworthy perfons 
of the dangsr of unworthy ap- 
proaching to the Lords Table, 
And. ferionfly .dehort them from. 


to mens fouls, muft needs con- 
vert an obdurate unregenerate 
finner. Which Argument were- 
non- fence if it did not fuppofe 
the Sacrament to feal all thefe 
particulars even tothe fouls of 
unregenerate finners, Mark but 
thefe words of his own ; ince 
that which doth feal all thefe pare 
ticulars to mens fanis, and repre- 
fent them to their faddeft: 
thoughts, maft needs more power- 
fully perfévade, pierce, melt, ve- 
lent, convert -an obdurate heart, 
and unregener ate finner, G8. 


~ 


gs 


Pag. 46: He tells us of arr 
old error in forbidding drink 
to thofe who were inflamed - 
with burning feavers , which 
Phyfitians of late have corre- 
&cd by fuffering fuch to drink 
freely. He defires that this old. 

Hhhhkh3. 
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comming to it unle(fe they repent, 
reform, and conte prepared. 


crror ot P iificans may not ene 
ter among D. vines;for as drink 
doth extingu:th cre unnatural 
heat which: Me weuld kill the 


' difzafed, fo feaverifh Chriffians 


burning in the fl mes of fins and 
lufts ought to be permitted 
freely to come to the Lords Ta- 
ble, becauíe they need it moj? to 
quench their flimess Do thefe 


> now repent, reform,and come 


" . 9. 
indie. Pag.37. 1 anfiver, 


Fir, Thee the Mimfler dosh 


net udmini[Ler the Sscram:nt to. 


«uy known impenitent finners 
under thar notion , but oncly as 
perirent finners , truly repentixg 
ef their fins paff. The meaning 
ef which words cannot be that 
the Minlier gives the Sacra- 
ment to known impenitent 
finners , while known to be 
impenitent, and yet he gives 
the Sacramerit to rhofe known 
impenitent finncrs, not as ime 


prepared ? Y.t here he makes 
it a fin to fortid them to come 
tothe Lords Taole. Though he 
applieth it againft füfpenfion s 


. yet the ground he goeth upon 


makes it a foul murthering fin, 
fo much as te dehort them 
from that which they need 
moft to quench the flames of 

their lufts, | 


9. 


This as it c:fts down what 
himfelf hath builtin point of 
the converting Ordinance (for 
if the Sacrament be not adini- 
niftred toany known impeni- 
tent finners. under that notion, 
but only as penitent, then it 
doth not work but fuppofe re- 
pentance and converfion in the 
receivers , and fois not a con- 
verting Ordinance to any ree 
ceiver : ) So alfo it is inconfi- 
(tent with what himfelf addeth 
in the very-fame place. Secondly 
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penitent,but as penitent: which 
were a mighty ftrong Ball. But 
the meaning muft needs be, 
that the Minifter gives the Sa. 
crament to fuch as have been 
indeed forinerly lookt upon as 
impenitent finners,and known 
tobe fuch, but arenow when 
they come to the Sacrament 
lookt upon under the notion of 
penitent finners, and that ‘the 
Miniter gives the S:cratnent 
tonone, except oncly undr 
the notion and {uppofition that 
they are truly penitent. 


~ 


DX 


79 . 16, 


00 Findies Pag. $2. Tt being 
excly the tetal.exclnfion from tha 
Church and all Chriftian foticry 
(sot amy bare ufp enfion from the 
Sacrament) wiok works: both 
frame aud remorfein exccmmu- 
vicate per fons, as Par rifclves, 
2 The ff. 304s p Canga 3s éme 
pared mite E Cornge. HAIR > 


^ 


a 


faith Mr. Pryss, He (the Mini- 
ker) afizheh-fe words, The body 
of Chrift which was broken, 
and the blood of Chrift hedd 
for you, &c. not ab/olwtely , 
but conas4onelly onely , in cafe 
‘thy--vescrve the Sacraws-nt 
Worthbily , and become peni- 
tent and beleeving receivers as 
they all pr ofe ffe tremf-lves to be, 
guf fo as they preacs reprntare 
‘and romiffi »totbeir Ana tors:s 
Therefore the cafe @ jn ft, the 
fame in botb (the Word preach. 
ed and tie Sacrament} werhor? 
any aff rence : Here Chrilt ts 
offered: in the Sacrament , as 
wellastinthe Word, and ac- 
cordingly the Sacrament admi. 
Diftred to known impenitent 
finncrs under that notion , and 
as {till knownto beim penitent 


Upon condition.that they bes- 


Come penitent, — 


[ 
1. 
IQ 3 T 
E " 3 t gow 


° s à 


Yet P'indic.pay.:4..and 19 
he denieth that either p Ces, g. 
IiI Or 2/T eff. 3 T4. casi ae 
Mount tony: Excoriinunicas 
tion -er «xclufion ‘from rhe 
Church , and <xpounds both 
thefe places.of a private wish 


drawing of Civil Fcllow fh p, | 
withcut. any puilí.e judicial . 


Act or Church ccnture, . 
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II. l II. 


Inhis Epiftleto the Reader Diotrephes catechifed, pag. 7. 
before his Vendication , he dif. It ts the fafeh readies way to u- 
claimeth that which fome con- nity and Reformation, to remit 
ceived to be his Opinion , viz. the punifoment of all feandalous 
that the Minifters and elders of offences to the civil Magiftrate, 
Chrifts.Church , onght wot tobe rather then to the. pretended di- 
trufted With the power of Church fputable queftioned anthority of 
cenfures, or that all of them are Presbyteries,Claffes, or Congre- 
to be abridged of this power :and - gations. l 
profeffeth that thefe debates of 
his tend onely toa regular or- 
derly fettlement of the power 
of Prasbyteries, not to take from 
them all Ecclefiaftical fur isds bin 
on due by divine right to them, 
but to confine it Within certain 
definite limits. 


12, 12, | 
` Vindic.pag.2. Heagreeth with — Diotrephes catechifed, pag. 9. 


his Oppofites that {candalous 10. He plainly intimateth that 
obftinate finners after proof I Cer. 5. 13. is no fatiffa&ory 
and conviction, may be juftly Argument for the continuance 
excommunicated: from the andexercife of Excommunicati- 
Church ec. And that 1 Cor. y. 0n in all Churches, and where 
I3. Warrants thus much cc. So the Magiftrates be Chriffian. 
that thus far there ts no diffent on And that thofe who prefie this 
either part. Remember the pre- Text , may as well conclude 
fent controverfie which he from the very next words, Y 
{peaks tojis concérningexcom- Cor. 6.1. to 9. that it + unlaw- 
munication in England, and fo fal for Christians .to goto Law 
under a Chriftian Magiftracy, befote any Chriftian Pudges now, 
; ir? 13 & c. Where by the way it is al- 
{o tobe noted , that. he (hould 
have faid before any heathen jud- 
get. Otherwife the Argument 
cannot be parallel, 
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1 fhall now clofe with four Connter- Queries to 
mr. Prynne. 


I. Since diz deliberandum quod femel ftatnendum, whichis 
a received maxime, approved by prudent men, and God him- 
felf, as his Epiftleto the Reader faith ; whether was it well 
done to publifh his /xbitane lucnbrations (as himfelf in that pre- 
face callsthem) and upon fo fhort deliberation to ingage in this 
publike and litigious manner againft the defires of the Reverend 
and Learned Aflembly,efpecially in a bufineffe wherein it is well 
known the hearts of godly people do generally go along with 
them ? 
2. Whether Mr. Prynns language be not very much chan- 
ded from what it was in the Prelate times : feeing Vindic. pag. 7, 
he hath thefe words , esr oppofites generally grant , Cec. citing 
oncly Cartwright? Andare the old nen Conformilts of bleffed 
memory, now Oppofites? Where are we? I confefleas he now 
ftandsaffccted, he is oppofite to the old non-Conformifts , and 
they tohim. Forinftance. Mr. Hilderfham Lett. 5. on Pfal. 
$ 1. holdeth that all open and fcandalous finners fhould do open 
and publike repentance, and acknowledge their fcandalous fins 
inthe Congregation, other wife to be kept back from the holy 
Communion. And while Mr. Pryns pleadeth that AZarth.18. 
I 5, 16, 17. is not meant of a Presbyterie or of any Church-cen- 
fure , hemanifcftly diffenteth from the rton-Conformift , and 
Joyneth ifue with Bpp. Bil/on de gubern. Eccl. c4. and Sutlivi- 
vs de Presbyterio cap. 9. pleading for Prelacy againtt Presbyterie. 
3. Seeing the bufinefle of excommunication and fequeftra- 
tion from the Sacrament, now in publike agitation, isa matter 
of great moment, much difficulty , and very circumfpe@ly to 
be handled, eftablifhed, to prevent profanation and fcandal on 
the one hand ; acd arbitrary, tyrannical, papal dominecring 
power over the Confciences, the fpiritual priviledges of Chri- 
llians, on the other. (Thefe are his own words in the preface of 
his Quaries) whether hath he gone in an even path to avoid both 


thefe evills ? Or whether bath he not declined tothe left hand, | 


‘While he fhunned the error of the right hand ? Whether hath he 
: liii not 
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ne 
not fo gone about to cure the heat of the liver, as to leave a cold 
and phlegmatick ftomack uncured ? And whether doth he not 
trefpaffe agairft that rule of his owne laft cited , when he advi- 
feth this asthe beft and onely way to fuppreffz all kind of fins, 
and to reform and purge the Churches of this Kingdom , that 
the (word of excommunication and fufperfion be noz drawn, 
but onely the {word of thefpirit , and the fword of the Magi- 


frate ?-Vindic, pag, $7. Finally,Whether in this Kingdom there 


be more caufe to fear and apprehend an arbitrary, tyrannical,pa- 
pal domineering power over the Confciences of Chriftians, 
( where Church difeipline is to be fo bounded by authority of 
Parliament, that it be not p omifcuoufly put in the hands of all, 
but of fuch sgainft whom there (hall be no juft exception found, 
yea ate or (hallte chofer by: the Congregations themfelvesywho 
have alfo latcly abjured bya folemnn Covenant, the Popifh and 
Prejatical Government? ) Or whether we ought not to be more 
afraid and apprehenfive that the Ordinances of Chrift fhall 
hardly be kept from pollution, and the Churches hardly;purged 
from fcandals , there being many: thoufands both grofiely igno- 
rant, and eroflelyf{candalous? | ' > | 

4. I defireit may be (upon a review) -ferioufly confidered, 
how little truth, wifdom, or charity there is in that fuggeltion of 


_ Mr, Prynn, pag. 57. that the lives of the generality of the people 


are more ftriél, pios, lfe fcandalores and licentious in our English’ 
Congregations. Where there hath been power fal preaching , Without 
the practice ef Excommuntcation or [ufpsnfion from tbe Sacrament, 
then inthe Reformed Churches of France, Germany, Denmark, or 
Scotland, for Which 1 appeal to al Travellers, cc. Leonfefle it is 
a matter of creat humiliation to the fervants of C hrift,that there 
js occafion to exercife Church difcipline and cenfures inthe Re- 
formed Churches : yet this is no other then what was thecon- 
dition of the Apoftolique Churches, 2 Cor. 12: 21, J fear faith 
the Apoftle def? when Icome again, my God Will humble me. among 
you, and that IT foal-bewail many which have finned already, and: 
have nit repented of the nncleanne feya nd fornication, and lalcivie 
onfne ffe Which they bave committed. And this is not the onely Te- 
Rimony concerning fcandals and diforderly walking in thofe 
primitiveGhurches. But as for thofe who are fo rigid in their 
| l cenfures 


ee anal 
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cenfures againft the government of the Reformed Churches, 1 
anfwertothem as Hieromedid of the Adontanifts. They are rie Rigid! autem 

_ gid, not to che end that themferves alfo might not commit worfe fins Mee 
but this difference there ts ber Veen them and se, that they are a flea Porto : frat ae 
med to confelfe their fins, as if they were righteous : We while Wee rt inier nos ty ills 
pent, do the more eafily obtain mercy. Mr. Prynn and others ot mierefi, quod il 
his profcífion are not very willing that {uch an Ecclefiattical di- Me. n Ko 
fcipline be cftabli(hed 1n England , as is received and fetled in M uf - 
Scotland and- other Reformed Churches. But if once the like fin- jw pu 
fearching, fin-difcovering, and fin-cenfuring difcipline WeIeT6 am agimm faci- 
ceived and duely executed in England, then (and not till then) Zus veniam pro- 
fuch comparifons may (if atall they muft)be made, bet ween the meremur. 

lives of the generality of the people in Evg/and,with thofe ino- 

ther Reformed Churches, which of them 1s more or leffe licenti- 

ous and fcandalous. 


A Teflimany of Mr. Foxe tbe Author of the Book of Mar- 
(yrs, taken out of a treatife of bis printed at London, 
1551. entituled De Cenfura Ecclefiaftica Interpel- 
latio J. Foxi, the eighth Chapter of which Treatife is 
here tranflated out of Latin into Englifh. : 


what the are chief obftacles hindering Excommunication ? 

Hat the thought and care of excommunication bath now fo 

far waxed cold almoft in all the Churches, is to be afcribed 

( as appeareth) unto three forts of men. The firft is of thofe 
whofe minds the wealth of this world and high advancement 
of dignity do fo lift up, that they are a(hamedto fubmit the neck 
to the obedience of Chrift. What (fay thefe) fhall that poor 
fellow lay a yoke on mc? What,fhould I be fubje& to this naugh- 
ty and rude Paftor ? But let go, good Sir, your vain {welling 
empty words ; how rude foever he be, yet if he be your Paftor, 
you mult needs bea fheep of thé flock, whom if he doth rightly 
inftru&t , fo much the more dutifully you mult fubmit. Butif 
other wife, it is the fault of the man, not of the Miniftry ; To 
thefe at leaft yeeld thy felfto be ruled, whom thou knowelt 3 
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be morelearned. But go to, thou which canft not fuffer a man 
to bethy Paftor, to whom then wilt thou fubmit thy felf ? unto 
Chr.ft himfelf (chou faycft :) very well forfooth, This then is 
of fuch importance, that Chrift for thy caufe mult again leave 
the heavens, or by his Angels or Arch- Angels feed and govern 
thee, whom thefe mean men the Paftors co not (atiifie s But 
what if. it fo pl:afed the Lord by thefe mean Paftors,as thou cal- 
left them, to caft down and.confcund al the highet ftatelyncffe 
and pride of this World, even as of old by.a few and comtem- 
ptible Fifhers he fubdued not oncly.the high and conceited opi- 
nion cf Philofophers,but even the Scepters of Kirgsalfo? Now 
what will thy boating magnificence fay.? But bear what Ghri& 
himéclf faith of them, whom thou from thy high loftineffe look- 
cft down upon asunworthy... He that defpifeth you defpifesb me 
(faith he.) Acd moreover who fo defpifeth Chrift, defpifeth him 
from whom he is fent, and who faid unto him , Thos «rt my 
Son, this day have 1 begatten thee: Ask of me and I will give thee 
the Heathen for thine inheritance, and tbe utmost ends of the earth 


. for thy poffe ffion: Thos foaltrnule them With a rod of gron, and break. 


skem in pecces like a potters. veffel. Wherefore fecing chou doft 
acknowledge fe great a Lord, fo many wayes above all Maj.fty 
whatfoever can be named ; let itnot te grievous to thee (my 
brother whofoever thou art, or with how great.power foever 
thcuart highly advanced) laying afide thy highlooks and pride, 
to t e humbled ander his mighty hand ; And do not think it a 
ight matter (whereas thou entertainclt with fo great applaufe 
and honourablerefpe& an carthly Kings Ambafiadors )that theu 
fheuld ht difdain the Ambaffadors cf hia, who alone hath pow- 
er oytr all Kings and Lords. 1f thou yecldcft unto a mortal Phy- 
fitian thy wcunds tobe handled ,. yea to be cut alfo, and to be 
burned 2nd. feared'if need be) how commeth it, that chou canft. 
Affe endure the fame thing alfo in thecuring of the difeafesof 
the foul from the fpiritual Phyfitisp , efpecially fzeing in fo ma- 
ny re{peéts better 1sthe health of the foul then of the body ? Nor 
do thou fo account any whit in this regard to be impared of thy 
horour, if unto thy Bithop or Paftor,yea rather herein to Chrift 
thou te fu^je&ted. Yea contrariwife, fo account asthe thing 18 
indexd,that there is.no true glory but.in-Chrift and in hisdheep- 
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folds; that none do moré profperoufly reigne, then they which 
every way do ferve him, without whom as there is no glory, fo 
is there no fafety and falvation. Neither letit feem ditgraceiol 
to thee, what fo many ages ago the molt high Monarchs of 
world and moft potent Emperors have done before thee :- 
among whom Pbilip, as he was the firft of. all the Emperors j/ / 
who was madea Chriítian ;. fo I: mect with no other more fa- 
mousexample, and more worthy of all mens imitation, He 
willing to be prefent at the folemn A(fsmolies of the Church on 
Eafter, and to communicate.of the Sacrament, when as yet he 
was judged not worthy of admiffion ; Itis reported that Fabie 
an the B.fhop withftood him, neither did receive him before he 
confefled his fins, and tood among the Penitentiaries. * What 
would thole our proud gyants , fighters agaivft God do here,if 
they had ftood in the like condition.and high place ? Bu: this 
no lefe mild then moft mighty E-nperor was nothing afhamed 
(forgetting inthe mean while his Imperial Majelty) of hisown 
accord to fubmit him flf to the obedience of his Paftor, undere - 
going every thing whatfoever in the Name of Chrift was impo- 
fed upon him. O-truly noble Emperor, and no leffe worthy Bi». 
fhop ! Bat thefe examples in both are too. rare amongft us this 
day.. » 

Argnhunt fort is of thofe which would be Chriftians but in 
name and title onely , they promife an honth enough fhew of- 
Chriftian proféffion ; they difpute both learnedly, and every 
where with grea*endcavour,of Chrift; they carry about in their 
hands the Gofpcl ; they frequent facred Sermons; have ca off : 
all fuper{tition ; they feed with the perfe& ; they marry,cat,and . 
are clethed, fo as they hold no difference either of times or of 
places. Finally, Whatfoever is pleafing in Chrift they take and 
fiffely hold. But if ye look into their life, they are Fpicures, - 
Wafters, Ravenous, Covetous, Sons of Belial; Not Chrifts: — 
fervants, but (laves of their belly ;. whoaccording to the Saty- 
rift, think vertueto be but words, asthe wood to be but trees 
And.of thefethere is a great ftore every. where , who feeing 
onely for.their belly they follow Chrift, they leave nothing uns 
devifed and uninterprifed to hinder Excommunication, that fo 
they may themore freely fatisfie and ferye their ewnlufts, Se. 
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the Covetous man feareth that his Covetoufnefle be called in 
queftion, which he will not forfake. The Adulterer;he that buys 
eth or felleth men into flzvery, the dycer, the whoremonger,the 
drunkard would rather his intemperance to be concealed. So 
the Robber, the Murderer, the Incendiary is afraid to be laid o. . 
penor made known. So he that delighteth to be fattedand en- 
riched with the dammagces of the Common, wealth, is uawil- 
ling to have any bridle to curb and reftrain him : The Cheater 
that with falfe wares beguileth the people ; the feller that with 
unjoft gain outeth'counterfeit wares y the deceiver who cozen- 
eth and circumventeth his Neighbour. Laft of all whofoever 
are thus affccted that they favour or follow nothing buttheir 
belly, their ambition, and the purfe, they donot willingly en- 
dure that their liberty of {inning (hould beftopped to them, 
Moreover after thefe,others not much unlike them, come in- 
to thefame account, which out of fome places of Scripture per- 
- verfely wrefted , if they find out ought that may flatter their af- 
fe&ions, hence forthwith do they promifea wicked liberty of 
finning to themfelves and others, whence follows a very great 
corruption of life,together with injury of the Scripture. While 
thefe men are not futhciently fhaken and ftricken with the fence 
of their fin,and force the Scripture violently wrefted to defend 
and maintain their perverfe affections, from which Scripture it 
had been meet to feek all medicincsof their vices. But little do 
thefe men in the mean while confider how dear it ceft Chrift, 
which they make fo {mall account of. They do not mark and 
weigh how horrible a thing fin is before God , which no other- 
wife could be expiate and purged but by thedeath of his onely 
begotten Son; which hath utterly ruinated not whole Cities; 
but Kingdoms alfo and Monarchies. = 
. Which things if thefe andall other Epicures did more dili- 
gently think of, it would come to paffe I fuppofe, that neither 
p the cuftome offin would fo much like them , and wichall the 
matter it felf would fo far draw them, that more willingly they 
would have recourfe unto thefe fo many waies wholfom reme- 
dies of the Church,as unto the onely medicine of mans life. 
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